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ABSTRACT
Poor reading levels is a pervasive problem in the US. For example, two of every three
eigth grade students in the US are estimated to demonstrate insufficient reading comprehension
skills. Early use of decontextualized language, in which the language expressed is removed from
the here and now, serves as a precursor of academic language proficiency. Starting as early as the
third year of life, decontextualized language is less likely to be practiced in lower socioeconomic status (SES) households. Although storybooks offer a rich context for practicing the
language with young children, reading storybooks alone is not adequate to promote
conversational turn taking. Incorporating decontextualized language during storybook sharing
delivered by mothers and fathers has potential benefits as a means for parents to prompt rich
conversations with their children. Such conversations with decontextualized language during
storybook sharing may help to narrow the 30-million word gap.
Three studies comprising this dissertation investigate how to implement a feasible,
effective parent-child book-sharing intervention program that promotes decontextualized
language conversations of parents with their preschool aged children. The first study examined
the effects of embedding decontextualized language cues during book-sharing delivered by four
fathers living in low SES in Istanbul, Turkey. This study featured a multiple baseline design
across behaviors and utilized visual analysis, Tau-U effect size estimates, and a social validity
questionnaire to analyze the effects of the book-sharing program. The second study replicated the
first study by examining the effects of implementing the same book-sharing program delivered
vii

by both mothers and fathers in four families living in Tampa, Florida. This second study
extended the results of the first study. The analysis of the second study included multilevel
models to reveal the magnitude of the intervention effect on participants and the differential
effects of mothers and fathers on their child’s decontextualized language utterances. Results
from these two studies showed that embedding decontextualized language cues during storybook
sharing is functionnally related to increases in decontextualized language utterances of motherchild and father-child dyads living in lower SES households. When written cues were removed
after two shared reading sessions, all but one family in the second study maintained their use of
decontextualized language albeit with slightly depressed frequency. The intervention effects in
the second study were consistently higher for parents than for their children. These children used
significantly more decontextualized language utterances when responding to their mothers than
to their fathers.
The third study in this dissertation investigated how parent gender, household SES levels,
and parenting indicators relate to parents’ storybook selection. This explanatory mixed-method
study used qualitative content analysis to elaborate results from quantitative regression and
hierarchical regression models. A total of 167 parents (91 mothers and 76 fathers) recruited from
Amazon Mechanical Turk completed six surveys on parenting and demographics, selected
children’ storybook topics, and then selected a book from two choices that differed based on
coding of their difficulty. Results showed that parent gender and household SES levels do not
predict the difficulty levels of storybooks selected by parents. Parenting style was the only
significant predictor of the difficulty level of storybooks that parents select. Parents who
demonstrated more inconsistent, harsh, or excessively lax parenting styles tended to select easier
storybooks. Qualitative analyses identified four themes that did not reflect book difficulty. These
viii

themes were a) family and child relation with storybooks, b) instructional context of storybooks,
c) physical characteristics of storybooks, and d) storybook appeal. In addition, 15% of parents’
comments indicated general appeal of particular storybooks as a criterion while selecting
storybooks, using vague descriptions, such as “cute book” and “pleasing book.”
Early language intervention programs with the individualized and explicit instruction
with ongoing guidance seem to represent effective ways of prompting conversations with
decontextualized language cues during book-sharing. These studies could influence the ways that
parent-child storybook sharing programs are implemented and the classification systems used to
provide parents with objective information for selecting storybooks. Such studies can help to
improve the effects of early language intervention programs that could eventually lead to social
policy changes to narrow the 30-million word gap.
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CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION
Extensive research on preschool children’s everyday language experience has revealed
striking discrepancies between those living in lower and upper social economic status (SES)
households (Gilkerson et al., 2017b; Hart & Risley, 1995a). Children in poverty are less likely to
be ready for the rigorous demands of school by age five (Najarian, Snow, Lennon, Kinsey, &
Mulligan, 2007). Approximately 65% of children in public schools demonstrate a lack of
adequate reading skills by the fourth grade (Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2018). Children who
live in poverty and lack third-grade reading proficiency are six times more likely to drop out of
high school than children who never experienced poverty (Hernandez, 2011). A growing number
of school children who demonstrate less than optimum language skills highlights the urgent need
to address children’s academic skills before elementary years.
Early foundational cognitive and language skills are the touchstones of later success
(Rowe, 2012; Uccelli, Demir‐Lira, Rowe, Levine, & Goldin‐Meadow, 2018; Walker,
Greenwood, Hart, & Carta, 1994). The critical early years of malleable brain development is a
window of opportunity for adults to scaffold and maximize child language learning (Hutton et
al., 2015; Romeo et al., 2018b; Suskind & Suskind, 2015). Meaningful interactions with multiple
adults promise to enhance children’s language capacity (Dickinson & McCabe, 2001; Dickinson
& Tabors, 2002). Fathers’ and mothers’ roles as conversational partners can help to promote
children’s academic language skills prior to kindergarten entry.
1

Six decades of research on parenting has focused almost exclusively on mothers’ abilities
to provide extended early language learning support. The common perception that mothers are
the primary caregivers yielded investigations focusing solely on the role of mothers in child
language development. This perception could yield biased sampling by conveniently recruiting
mothers who perform the responsibilities of being a primary caregiver. Research that includes
only mothers could overlook the potential synergistic ability of mothers and fathers to facilitate
child language development.
“Fathers are parents, too!” (Cabrera, Volling, & Barr, 2018, p. 152). Approximately 50%
of children growing up in poverty live with an adult male house member (Semega, Fontenot, &
Kollar, 2017). Most fathers produce more directives, requests for clarification, and open-ended
questions in conversations with their children compared to mothers (Duursma, 2016; Rowe,
Coker, & Pan, 2004b). Fathers’ language could challenge young children by demanding to take
more cognitive and conversational responsibility. Bridge theory (Gleason, 1975) claims that
fathers engage in demanding conversations and ask for clarifications with young children with
whom they spent less time and share less common experience. Because many fathers have less
frequent experiences with their children, it may lead them to challenge child language
development by choosing more difficult books and using more decontextualized language
utterances during book-sharing. Thus, father involvement in child language development could
provide preschool children living in low SES language more learning opportunities. Mothers and
fathers may contribute variety in book selection and uses of decontextualized language that could
optimize language learning opportunities, which in turn may result in better child language
outcomes.

2

Involving fathers in early language intervention programs may require adaptations to
address their abilities, preferences, and needs. Their inclusion potentially can be promoted by
utilizing technology-based and strength-based approaches (Flippin & Crais, 2011; Maxwell,
Scourfield, Featherstone, Holland, & Tolman, 2012; Panter‐Brick et al., 2014). Technological
methods for data collection and participant recruitment were employed to promote fathers’
participation and engagement in the current studies. These studies illustrate the use of a mobile
application, WhatsApp; a web-based data collection system, REDCap; and an online crowdtasking system, Amazon Mechanical Turk. Technological approaches could potentially provide
flexibility for fathers to engage in early language programs. Book-sharing, as a potential
strength-based activity, could help fathers to take advantage of their language skills. Hence, these
studies are innovative because they aim to promote fathers’ inclusion and engagement by
utilizing technology-based and strength-based intervention approaches.
Three studies in this dissertation investigated the language contributions of fathers and
mothers in a decontextualized language embedded book sharing intervention and the differences
in selecting storybooks that varied in themes and difficulty levels.
The first study examined the effects of decontextualized language embedded booksharing program on father and child decontextualized language utterances. Decontextualized
language requires understanding non-immediate or abstract concepts, connecting meanings, and
developing conclusions. Children’s books provide ample opportunities to practice
decontextualized language. Book-sharing and conversational turns provide cognitive stimulation
with the potential to activate and connect language-related brain regions (Hutton et al., 2015;
Hutton et al., 2017; Romeo et al., 2018b). Early decontextualized language proficiency predicts
later academic success (Rowe, 2012; Uccelli et al., 2018). Preschool children typically require
3

adult scaffolding to master decontextualized language skills. Fathers’ ability to provide
challenging and demanding language forms could facilitate their engagement with
decontextualized language utterances during book-sharing. This study investigates how fathers
can be effective conversational partners with their preschool-aged children by initiating
decontextualized language embedded conversations. Early repeated experience with
decontextualized language could be a way to help young children learn language skills
demanded in academic settings.
The second study investigated the independent and collective effects of promoting fathers
and mothers use of decontextualized language embedded in a book sharing intervention program.
This study replicated the first study with mothers and fathers in a co-parenting environment. Coparenting is a joint enterprise between two or more adults in raising children for whom they
share responsibility (McHale & Lindahl, 2011). This study strengthens the results of visual
inspection of graphical display by employing multi-level modeling (MLM) to analyze single
subject experimental design data. By augmenting visual analysis with MLM, we could quantify
and test statistically the treatment effect, the magnitude of the intervention effect on individual
cases and to evaluate the magnitude of intervention effect in relation to the parent gender. The
results of this study informed how mothers and fathers can provide preschool children with
multiple decontextualized language learning opportunities in the book-sharing context.
The third study investigated preschool storybook selections and perceptions of lower and
upper SES fathers and mothers regarding storybook content and difficulty. The literature on the
benefits and features of parent-child book sharing is well-established (Chacko, Fabiano,
Doctoroff, & Fortson, 2018; Mol, Bus, De Jong, & Smeets, 2008; Roberts & Kaiser, 2011).
However, research on the child book selection characteristics of adults has been overlooked.
4

Characteristic of child books vary dramatically. Child book content and difficulty could relate to
the amount and quality of extratextual conversations (Ezell & Justice, 2005; Teale, Yokota, &
Martinez, 2008). Difficult books with complex illustrations, vocabulary, plots, and language are
more likely to provide rich content for extending parent-child conversations. Identifying criteria
parents use in selecting child books helped to address parents’ book selection preferences and to
develop programs to help parents select appropriate children’s’ books.
The presented studies examined the language contributions of mothers and fathers in
book selection and decontextualized language embedded book-sharing contexts. My goal was to
identify the independent and complementary language contributions of mothers and fathers in the
book-sharing context. Fathers’ language contribution was found to enhance the typically limited
early language experience of low SES children. Their engagement coupled with the mothers’
provided preschool age children with opportunities to practice demanding and challenging
school language with decontextualized language utterances. The results of the presented studies
indicated increased language learning opportunities for children from low SES households.
Ultimately, such knowledge has the potential to attenuate the school achievement gap by
enriching home language environments that occur mostly in low SES households.
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CHAPTER TWO:
STUDY #1: EFFECTS OF EMBEDDING DECONTEXTUALIZED LANGUAGE
DURING BOOK-SHARING DELIVERED BY FATHERS IN TURKEY
Note to Reader
This chapter has been previously published in Early Childhood Research Quarterly,
2019, in press, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2019.01.001, and has been reproduced with the
permission from Elsevier Publishing.
Abstract
This study investigated the effects of embedding decontextualized language cues during
book-sharing delivered by fathers living in low socioeconomic status (SES) in Turkey. A
multiple baseline design across behaviors evaluated the effects of the intervention on
decontextualized language and dyadic interaction outcomes for four father-child dyads. Fathers
demonstrated increased decontextualized language utterances in intervention and generalization
sessions. All children tended to mirror their fathers decontextualized language utterances. After
the intervention was introduced dyads with limited interactions in baseline showed significant
increases and the contextualized talk in baseline was replaced with greater decontextualized talk.
This study advances our understanding of how fathers can be more effective conversational
partners with their preschool-aged children when the training and resources are provided.
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Introduction
The Word Gap (Suskind & Suskind, 2015) highlights the limited early language exposure
that children growing up in poverty may experience. Hart and Risley (1995) discovered dramatic
social economic class differences in language heard from parents, including fewer adult words
spoken, shorter utterances, and limited vocabulary variety. The effects of such language
exposure have long-term consequences and have been shown to place children at risk for poor
achievement in school (Gilkerson et al., 2017b; Hoff, 2006; Rowe, 2008; Walker et al., 1994).
Despite widespread recognition of the need to teach parents to enhance the home language
environment, little attention has been directed to the potential role of fathers, specifically, in
enriching the home language environment of children growing up in poverty.
Fathers’ Influence in Family Context
Investigating fathers’ influence on parent-child interaction can aid in understanding child
language development. Both direct and indirect paternal supports are thought to contribute to
child language development (Feldman, Bamberger, & Kanat-Maymon, 2013; Tamis-LeMonda &
Baumwell, 2013). Indirect support can be through fathers’ influence on mother-child
relationships and by providing resources to promote learning and language. The home learning
environment and the availability of books are particularly important resources associated with
children’s language and vocabulary growth, emergent literacy, and reading skills (Bus, Van
Ijzendoorn, & Pellegrini, 1995; Rodriguez & Tamis‐LeMonda, 2011). Direct language support
entails paternal availability to engage in conversations with their children (Cabrera et al., 2004).
Greater indirect and direct contributions tend to be associated with decreases in mothers’
workload and parental stress and greater family cohesion and partner happiness (Barker, 2014).
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Therefore, interventions targeting fathers’ contributions to children’s language development have
the potential to reduce cumulative risk factors and vulnerability across generations living in
poverty.
Fathers’ and Mothers’ Child-Directed Speech
Fathers’ and mothers’ child-directed speech have additive and potentially complementary
effects on language development (Cabrera et al., 2004; Tamis-LeMonda, Baumwell, &
Cristofaro, 2012). In contrast to mothers’ tendency to repeat their children’ utterances, father’s
speech to children has been characterized as more demanding and challenging (Abkarian,
Dworkin, & Abkarian, 2003; Rowe et al., 2004b; Tamis-LeMonda & Baumwell, 2013;
Tomasello, Conti-Ramsden, & Ewert, 1990). More directives (Konstantareas, Mandel, &
Homatidis, 1988; Leech, Salo, Rowe, & Cabrera, 2013; Malin, Cabrera, Karberg, Aldoney, &
Rowe, 2014), requests for clarification, open-ended questions (Leech et al., 2013; Rowe et al.,
2004b), and word types (Tamis-LeMonda et al., 2012) are some characteristics attributed to the
fathers’ interaction style (Tomasello, Conti-Ramsden & Ewert, 1990).
According to Tamis-LeMonda et al. (2012), fathers’ wh-questions may result from
fathers’ being less familiar with their children’s speech than mothers. Indeed, they may be less
attuned to their children’s language skills and less likely to continue children’s topics in
conversations (Tomasello et al., 1990). Fathers’ language may help children adapt their language
to be understood when communicating with less familiar adults in the community (Rowe et al.,
2004). Bridge theory posits that the greater pragmatic demand of fathers’ language is a facilitator
for children to adapt from home to outside language (Gleason, 1975; Pancsofar & VernonFeagans, 2006). Such language with non-immediate contextual support is a predictor of later
child language outcomes (Baker, Vernon-Feagans, & Investigators, 2015; Pancsofar, Vernon10

Feagans, & Investigators, 2010). Thus, fathers’ language contributions in addition to mothers’,
could place children at a language advantage relative to children who experience impoverished
language.
Parental responsiveness predicts children’s cognitive and language development across
income and ethnic groups (Shannon, Tamis-LeMonda, London, & Cabrera, 2002). Fathers’
language diversity reflected by a greater number of different word roots during free play
situations is related to children’s advanced expressive language skills one year later (Pancsofar &
Vernon-Feagans, 2006) and better reading and math scores in preschool (Baker, 2014). Research
on paternal involvement in book-sharing activities indicates that fathers’ language is more
predictive of children’s vocabulary development than mothers’ language (Correa, Lo, GodfreyHurrell, Swart, & Baker, 2015; Rowe, 2013b). Fathers’ responsivity to children’ emerging
language skills facilitates the task of referent-mapping and provides children with opportunities
to engage, ask questions, and explore (Shannon et al., 2002). Thus, the predictive value of
fathers’ language suggests the need to explore fathers’ ability to promoting children’s academic
success, particularly for those growing up in poverty.
Fatherhood in Turkey
Traditional family structure and patriarchy shape the expectations regarding parenting in
Turkey (Kağıtçıbaşı, 1996). Olson (1982) characterized Turkish marriage structure as a
“duofocal family structure” in which mothers and fathers situate themselves in different social
networks with varying expectations. These expectations designate mothers as primary caregivers
for the family members and fathers as breadwinners who connect the family to the outside world.
This role segregation in families influences the relationship patterns among fathers, mothers, and
children. It is expected that father-child distance would be greater than mother-child distance
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(Schönpflug, 2001). However, perceptions of father’s roles in Turkey is in a state of transition
(Ataca, Kagitcibasi, & Diri, 2005; Boratav, Fişek, & Ziya, 2014). National trends seem to reflect
a weaker patriarchal family pattern due to changes in economic growth, educational levels, and
women’s participation in the workforce. Those among a new generation of fathers have
expressed a desire to be emotionally and physically closer to their children than the generations
of fathers before them (Turan, Nalbant, Bulut, & Sahip, 2001). These fathers also describe a
dilemma between maintaining their authority as the breadwinner and progressing towards
egalitarianism in the family. That is, fathers reported struggling to reconcile a traditional
patriarchal view of the family structure with their increasing awareness of the impact of their
involvement on their children’s development. Mother Child Education Foundation (AÇEV,
2017) recently reported that 79% of fathers spent time with their children by watching television,
whereas 46% of fathers reported never or rarely reading books to their children. Therefore,
fathers who are willing to make contributions to child development may be unaware of
appropriate methods.
Although scientific literature indicates that fathers can make significant contributions to
child language development, research investigating the factors influencing father involvement in
Turkey is scant and mostly relies on descriptive studies and self-report data (Çelik, 2007; Cengiz
& Cakir, 2016; Erkal, Copur, Dogan, & Safak, 2007; Ivrendi & Isikoglu, 2010; Şahin, Coşgun,
& Kılıç, 2017). Research conducted with five high SES and five low SES fathers during toy play
time indicated that fathers living in low SES tended to produce less complex utterances with
mostly literal questions than fathers from high SES (Cengiz & Cakir, 2016). Evidence from the
few intervention studies suggests a positive behavior change among fathers attending various
fatherhood programs (Alici, 2012; Atmaca Koçak, 2004; Ersan, 2015; Ünüvar & Senemoğlu,
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2010). For example, a longitudinal study by Alici (2012) investigated the effects of father
involvement on preschool children’s cognitive, language and school competencies. Father
involvement was found to be related to children’s language abilities and school competencies at
age 5 and 6. In another study, a 10-week father education program focusing on emotional
regulation, communication, and social, emotional and cognitive support resulted in a significant
increase in self-reported quality time spent between fathers and their children (Ünüvar &
Senemoğlu, 2010). Father Support Program (FSP) by AÇEV is a comprehensive parent training
network serving fathers since the late 1990s. The goal of FSP is to train fathers in support groups
about positive paternal involvement. The program includes child development training,
fatherhood reflection, positive discipline, the importance of play and effective communication in
the family. The evaluation of FSP found a decrease in traditional family role adoption,
authoritarian and permissive attitudes, and an increase in explicit communication within families
(Atmaca Koçak, 2004).
The literature on Turkish fathers’ contributions to language development has been
expanding. This literature has provided some descriptions of fathers’ conversation patterns with
their children (Atmaca Koçak, 2004; Cengiz & Cakir, 2016). A few intervention studies also
have shown that fathers can potentially contribute to their children’s development. Despite the
existence of programs that have produced improvements in fathers’ interactions with their
children’s development, there is a need for research to determine how best to involve fathers in
child language development.
Decontextualized Language and Book-Sharing
Children use contextualized language in the initial stages of language development, as
vocabulary is attributed mainly to referents in the immediate environment. Decontextualized
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language is a vehicle to transmit information to communication partners with the concepts and
notions removed from immediate context. Abstract, diverse and syntactically complex nature of
decontextualized language is challenging for preschool children and requires parental scaffolding
to master more sophisticated language skills (Dickinson & Tabors, 2001; Rowe, 2013b; Rowe et
al., 2004b). This language is important for young children because the use of decontextualized
language at kindergarten entry predicts later academic language proficiency among adolescents
(Uccelli et al., 2018).
To date, studies have focused on how mother-child interaction is affected when mothers
are taught strategies to use when reading stories to their children (Han, Moore, Vukelich, &
Buell, 2010; Hockenberger, Goldstein, & Haas, 1999; Mol et al., 2008; Mol & Neuman, 2014;
Morgan & Goldstein, 2004; Partridge, 2004; Whitehurst et al., 1994; Whitehurst et al., 1988).
These studies with mothers from various socio-economic status mostly utilized dialogic reading
strategies and resulted in improvements in children’s language development. However, De
Temple and Beals (1991) found that parents in low SES households use limited decontextualized
language in child narrative, book-sharing, toy play, and meal times activities without any parent
training and guidance.
Decontextualized language embedded in book-sharing can help prepare their children for
later school success by adding comments to stories, relating stories to children’s lives, and
explaining new vocabulary and unfamiliar concepts (Hockenberger et al., 1999; Morgan &
Goldstein, 2004; Rowe, 2013b; Uccelli et al., 2018). Parents’ decontextualized language
contributions, parent-child conversation turns, and book sharing are thought to mediate child
language outcomes, accelerate neural connectivity, facilitate mental imagery, and teach children
to extract meaning and connections (Hutton et al., 2015; Hutton et al., 2017; Romeo et al.,
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2018a). Previous research investigating mothers’ decontextualized language usage during book
sharing improved parent-child dyadic interaction (Leech, Wei, Harring, & Rowe, 2018; Morgan
& Goldstein, 2004), child emergent language skills (Hockenberger et al., 1999), and child
vocabulary development (Peterson, Jesso, & McCabe, 1999). Although children living in
poverty are especially likely to benefit from such parent-child book-sharing activities, they are
less likely to have books at home and parents who read to them (Neuman & Moland, 2016;
Roseberry-McKibbin, 2010). Given the evident gap in academic language proficiency between
children from low and higher SES families, interventions with father figures have the potential to
boost language development of at-risk children by engaging children in demanding and
challenging conversations.
To date, experimental studies examining how fathers might learn to enrich children’s
language development remain limited. Responsiveness to children, language diversity, and
engagement in learning activities, such as book reading, are three ways that fathers could
contribute to children’s language development (Shannon et al., 2002). Indeed, book-sharing
activities have been promoted as ways to teach vocabulary and to develop stronger relationships
between fathers and young children (Chacko et al., 2018; Van Kleeck, Stahl, & Bauer, 2003;
Weizman & Snow, 2001; Whitehurst et al., 1994; Whitehurst et al., 1988).
Fathers’ engagement in child language intervention programs requires customized fatherfriendly strategies. These strategies should be appealing to the fathers and take into account
fathers’ work-related sources of stress (Cooklin et al., 2016; Tamis-LeMonda & McFadden,
2010). Flippin and Crais (2011) suggest that peer-feedback, task-oriented learning, and even
friendly competition are father-friendly strategies. Other promising father-friendly strategies
involve the use of video, text cues, and mobile technology to prompt and track fathers’ language
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use. Thus, fathers’ decontextualized language usage in a book-sharing program might be
potentially effective to improve children’s decontextualized usage and the dyadic interaction
between fathers and their children when father-friendly engagement strategies are included. The
current study aims to address the following questions:
a) To what extent do fathers living in low SES homes incorporate decontextualized
language into book sharing when prompted through reminders and scripted examples of
decontextualized utterances? What are the effects of the story book-sharing program on
children's use of decontextualized language during the intervention program? Do these
changes maintain when examples are removed from the books?
b) What are the effects of the story book-sharing program on the dyadic interaction between
fathers and their children after the book-sharing program is introduced?
c) To what extent are families satisfied with the book-sharing program?
Method
Participants
Four father-child dyads (2 girls and 2 boys) living in Istanbul, Turkey participated. The
researcher initially contacted two neighborhood leaders (a teacher and local government official)
and explained the inclusion criteria. They helped identify potential participants who met three
inclusion criteria: 1) fathers graduated from elementary school, 2) children between 48 and 66
months old, with no identified disability, and 3) fathers and children living in a low SES
neighborhood. The leaders established initial contacts with ten families and asked for their
willingness and availability of participation in a mother, father, and child book-reading study.
Four families agreed to attend in-person initial meetings. A summary of demographic
characteristics is presented in Table 1.
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Settings and Materials
Initial meetings with individual families to share study requirements and expectations
took place in a local government office. The researcher and participants discussed the following
three main topics at the initial meeting: a) the benefits of book sharing to foster children’s
language abilities and literacy skills that in turn can contribute to later school success, b) the
expectations and requirements to participate in the study (being willing to participate, being
accessible via mobile phone and for home visits, and agreeing to complete the recording and
submission tasks), c) the steps of audiofile recording and submission with mobile phones. The
researcher used an initial meeting checklist to ensure the meeting implementation fidelity.
Families who agreed to participate signed an informed consent form and completed three surveys
at the meeting. A brief demographic survey provided information about the families’ socioeconomic status, the home language environment, and the developmental history of the child. A
language survey gathered information about the book reading habits of dyads and fathers’
perceptions of decontextualized language. A program preferences survey gathered fathers’
individual preferences on how and when to be contacted and other issues related to the research
that might require accommodations. The remaining interactions with families took place via text
messaging, with brief visits to pick up and drop off books and recorders (if necessary). Bookreading sessions took place in the dyad’s home.
Each dyad received seven storybooks with embedded instructions, an audio-recorder, and
a mobile phone voice recorder application (WhatsApp©) to record storybook reading sessions at
home. The researchers selected the books based on the following criteria: a) appealing stories for
preschool children and their fathers, b) appealing characters with colorful and clear illustrations,
c) a story structure that provided sufficient contexts to embed decontextualized language
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interactions, d) age-appropriate vocabulary and syntax, e) child-friendly themes, narration, and
morals (Kelley & Goldstein, 2014). Also, a list of the books was shared with the parents to
ensure that none of the books had been read previously. The selected books were 1) Salyangoz
ile balina (Snail and whale) (Donaldson, 2016b) 2) Uc kedi bir dilek (Three cats one wish)
(Sahinkanat, 2015) 3) The Gruffallo (Donaldson, 2016a), 4) Yavru ahtapot olmak cok zor (The
difficulty of being a litte octopus) (Sahinkanat, 2013b) 5) Kim korkar kirmizi baslikli kizdan?
(Who is afraid of little Red Riding Hood?) (Sahinkanat, 2014), 6) Annemin Cantasi (My mom’s
purse) (Sahinkanat, 2013a), 7) Limon agacinin sarkisi (The song of lemon three) (Sayman,
2014).
Within the books, instructions were cued for two book-reading sessions with text on
sticky notes that reminded fathers when and how to use decontextualized language strategies.
Before the third book-reading session, fathers were reminded to remove the sticky notes from the
pages and place then at the back of the books. They also were asked to confirm replacement of
the sticky notes for fidelity purposes. Four cues per book for each new strategy and two text
cues for each of the previous strategies were inserted within the text of the books. The
researchers placed the sticky notes with the four cues after the narrative lines with the events to
promote further discussions. Text to life talk included comments and questions referring to the
child’s experience and background knowledge (e.g., they love eating breakfast. What do you like
to eat for your breakfast?). Explanatory talk taught novel information through definitions,
comparisons, and classifications (e.g., the whale has a tale! Let’s count other animals with a
tail!). Interpretation talk extended conversations with predictions, reasoning, and inferences
(e.g., what do you think the whale came close to the beach?) The previously introduced strategies
were also prompted with two text cues to maintain the use of the strategies.
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The use of technology and digital delivery has been effective to expand reach and
sustainability as interventions are being implemented in real-world settings (Breitenstein, Gross,
& Christophersen, 2014). WhatsApp is a mobile application that provides an instant messaging
platform to send text messages, documents, images, video, group messaging, and audio media
messages via the internet (Church & de Oliveira, 2013). This mobile application does not incur
any cost to its users beyond a smartphone and internet connection. WhatsApp served as an
individual and group instant messaging platform to prompt fathers to provide feedback,
collaborate with peers, and receive study-tasks from the researcher. In the current study, the
application provided a mobile platform to submit audio recordings, to share training videos, and
to send reminders.
Each father was trained with a sequence of four videos (2-4 minutes each). The first video
illustrated book-sharing tips; and three videos explained decontextualized language strategies.
These instructional videos included definitions and multiple illustrations of strategies modeled in
the dyadic interactions of a father and child in a storybook sharing session. The video models
illustrated text to life, explanatory, and interpretation talk examples as cued with the sticky notes.
The instructional videos were recorded at a models’ home with the book “Dogs do not do ballet”
(Kemp, 2011). The researcher shared and explained a script illustrating the desired dyadic
interactions with decontextualized language utterances. Before the recording session, the book
and the script were left with the model/actor to allow time for rehearsing.
Procedure
The book reading sessions occurred in the dyads’ homes. The researcher communicated
with father-child dyads through WhatsApp and home-visits. Participants’ preferences determined
the time and the frequency of reminders. All participants requested to receive one reminder per
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intervention day at varying hours.
During baseline, fathers were sent the first video to watch with book sharing tips and
illustrations. Then they conducted three book-reading sessions. Following the baseline, the
intervention included three decontextualized language phases (e.g., text to life, explanatory,
interpretation). Each intervention phase started with a new targeted decontextualized language
strategy video. Fathers were asked to inform the investigator once they finished watching the
instructional video. The order of introducing the decontextualized language strategies was
counterbalanced among the participants. After video training, each intervention phase included
two books that were delivered by the investigator with the embedded text cues every week. The
participants were asked to practice targeted decontextualized language strategy by reading the
same book in three consecutive sessions. These three sessions included two readings with
embedded text cues and one generalization session, reading the book without text cues.
Reminders were sent to participants to ask them to remove the text-cues and place them at the
back of the book for the generalization sessions. WhatsApp also facilitates investigatorparticipant communication regarding home visits, book exchanges, and any information
regarding the program implementation. The fathers mainly communicated with the investigator
regarding the logistics of the book exchanges, and for reporting missing days. The book-reading
sessions were recorded concurrently using fathers’ mobile phones and digital audio-recorders to
avoid any loss of data due to technical difficulties. After each book-sharing session, fathers sent
the mobile phone recordings to the researcher through WhatsApp.
Measurement
The researcher transcribed extra-textual conversations only occurring during the
storybook sessions. The mean duration of a single book-sharing activity was 10 minutes (SD =
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4.0 minutes). As outlined in Table 2, the utterances beyond the story text were coded into two
major categories: Decontextualized language and Contextualized language. Decontextualized
language included three strategies: text-to-life, explanatory, and interpretation utterances. The
three context-bound language strategies included: book-related, print-related, and transactional
talk.
In addition, dyadic interaction was summarized for the total number utterances, the
number of child topic initiations, the number of conversational turns, the number of
conversational episodes, and the conversational length. Child initiations were defined as childinitiated interruptions to the book reading to ask a question, make a request, make a comment, or
introduce a new topic following a three second silence period. Conversational Episodes are
defined as the total number of sequential turns on a topic or activity. Conversational turns are the
total number of turns without three seconds of silence in the conversation. Lastly, conversational
length is calculated as the average number of utterances per conversational episode.
Social validity assessment. Fathers rated their satisfaction with the book-sharing
program on a 10-item survey using a Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 6 = strongly agree)
(Goldstein, 2016). This instrument included four dimensions: acceptability (e.g., “I am motivated
to try this intervention”); understanding (e.g., “The directions for using this intervention are clear
to me”); feasibility (e.g., “The amount of time required for record-keeping with this intervention
is reasonable”); and systems support (e.g., “Implementation of this intervention would require
support”). In addition, the children and their mothers were interviewed to learn their satisfaction
with the intervention. Mothers of dyads answered eight open-ended interview questions
regarding their overall impressions, perceptions of changes in their children and spouses (e.g., is
there any difference in your child’s and husband’s communication during and after book-reading
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sessions?), and any strengths and limitations of the program. Children in the study answered
three open-ended questions about: “enjoy reading books,” “want to read more books,” and
“anything you do not like when reading with your father.”
Reliability. Prior to the transcription and coding, the first author provided a two-hour
training to a native Turkish speaker research assistant who was a senior in a speech-language
pathology undergraduate program in Turkey. This training included reviews of the study
structure, the coding steps and rules, and examples of decontextualized, contextualized, and
dyadic coding units. The research assistant also read through a coding manual and was
encouraged to discuss questions with the researcher. The reliability was calculated by dividing
the number of agreements by total utterances. A total of 20% of sessions sampled across phases
for all participants were evaluated by utterance. Transcription accuracy was 95.4% (range 93.1 97.2%). Interrater agreement for coding each utterance averaged 84.1% (range = 82.4 -85.1%).
Experimental Design and Analysis
A multiple baseline design across behaviors was used to investigate the effects of
teaching fathers to use decontextualized language strategies on father-child conversations during
shared book reading. This design is well-suited to evaluate whether behavior change is replicated
within and across participants (Gast & Ledford, 2014). Hence, researchers can evaluate program
efficacy and feasibility before scaled-up studies (Kennedy, 2005).
The baseline phases were comprised of a minimum of three business-as-usual book
reading sessions. The decontextualized language strategies were introduced in a staggered
fashion with the order of introduction of strategies counterbalanced across fathers. The treatment
phase for each strategy included six sessions and two books. For each book, there were two
sessions with text cues followed by one generalization session without text cues. Within-dyad
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replications at three points in time allowed one to determine whether changes in father-child
extratextual book conversations occurred predictably when and only when decontextualized
language strategies embedded in books were introduced. Between-dyad replications were judged
across four dyads.
The analysis of experimental effects was conducted using visual analysis, Tau-U effect
size analysis, and social validity reports. A visual analysis of level, trend, overlap in data across
phases, immediacy of effects, and variability was conducted for four father-child dyads presented
in Figures 1-4 (Gast & Ledford, 2014). Tau-U was calculated as an index of effect sizes. It is a
distribution-free measure of effect size for data obtained from single-subject experimental
designs that accounts for both the level change across phases and positive baseline trend (Parker,
Vannest, Davis, & Sauber, 2011; Rakap, 2015). Tau-U estimates were calculated for each
decontextualized strategy. In addition, an aggregated Tau U effect size estimate of
decontextualized strategies between baseline and intervention sessions summarizes the strength
of the intervention effect per participant. The Tau-U effect size estimates of dyadic interaction
indicators and the aggregated values between baseline and intervention sessions were calculated
per dyad. Descriptive statistics were used to analyze social validity surveys completed by the
fathers. The social validity responses of interviews with mothers and children were reduced into
themes through a process of open-coding and condensing the codes (Creswell, 2007).
First, effects of the book-sharing program on fathers’ and children’s decontextualized and
contextualized language utterances are presented. Second, effects of the book-sharing program
on father-child dyadic interaction indicators are summarized. Third, social validity measures of
the book-sharing program are presented. Note that all children’s names used are pseudonyms.
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Results
Father-Child decontextualized and contextualized language utterances
The numbers of fathers’ and children’s decontextualized utterances are presented in
Figures 1-4. It was anticipated that decontextualized language video training and book sharing
sessions would increase decontextualized language utterances of fathers and, in turn, increase the
number of child decontextualized utterances.
Visual analysis showed very little decontextualized talk during the baseline sessions of
the book sharing. Two dyads used almost no talk (Dyads 1 and 3). Dyads 2 and 4 used mostly
contextualized talk, except for high rates of interpretation utterances in Dyad 4. Following
introduction of each decontextualized language strategy, the number of fathers’ decontextualized
language utterances increased, and contextualized language utterances decreased. The increases
in the level of decontextualized utterances occurred quickly and were quite notable following the
introduction of each strategy for Dyads 1, 3, and 4, with smaller effects shown for Onur in Dyad
2. Experimental effects were quite evident as text-cues introduced specific types of
decontextualized language utterances in succession. After the introduction of a new
decontextualized talk strategy, a decelerating trend or fluctuation tended to occur in the use of
previously trained strategies but typically remained above baseline levels. Children tended to
mirror fathers’ language patterns. All dyads maintained increases in decontextualized language
utterances in generalization sessions (denoted by open symbols) without text-cue prompts during
the third session for each book. Each father learned each new strategy and demonstrated them
during book sharing; however, the extent of generalization varied among participants.
Dyad 1. Father 1 and Lara showed almost no interaction in the baseline sessions. An
immediate increase was observed in the number of decontextualized utterances with the
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introduction of each strategy. Visual analysis of Figure 1 indicated that the introduction of each
new strategy reduced the number of previously learned strategies, especially in generalization
sessions. Thus, a declining trend was evident after Father 1 and Lara initially demonstrated
strong intervention effects. Despite an overall decline in the maintenance of strategy use, each
strategy remained higher than in baseline. The dip in Lara’s explanatory utterances was
responsible for several sessions that overlapped with her baseline performance. At the last
generalization session, Father 1 balanced the number of questions for each decontextualized
strategy. The intervention sessions reflected a higher number of Father 1’s decontextualized
utterances (M = 15.95) compared to the number of contextualized utterances (M = 6.28). Lara’s
decontextualized talk (M = 15.24) and contextualized talk (M = 4.57) tended to mirror her
father’s talk.
Dyad 2. Father 2 and Onur produced more interactive talk in the baseline phase than
other dyads. However, Father 2 demonstrated few decontextualized utterances (M = 5.66) and
mostly contextualized utterances (M=24.6). Visual analysis of Figure 2 indicated an immediate
effect of treatment on Father 2’s decontextualized language utterances for each strategy. Father 2
showed a dip in explanatory utterances that overlapped with baseline for three sessions, which
was followed by an upward trend. Onur and his father showed a slight upward trend in their use
of all decontextualized language strategies during the treatment phases, especially for the
explanatory strategy.
Onur demonstrated both decontextualized (M=14.0) and contextualized (M=25.33)
utterances in the baseline phase. There was inconsistent improvements and a good deal of
overlap between phases for Onur’s decontextualized utterances. Despite the high overlap evident
in Figure 2, daily changes in his rates of decontextualized utterances tended to mirror his
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father’s. Consistent with the visual analysis of Figure 2, Onur’s explanatory utterances did not
increase significantly until near the end of the experiment, but the upward trend at the end of
baseline reduces one’s confidence in the experimental effect for this behavior. Onur had a high
baseline rate for text-to-life utterances that gradually increased during the treatment phase, along
with his father’s increase in text-to-life questions. Onur and his father showed a clear treatment
effect for interpretation utterances with a level change that remained above baseline levels after
the first treatment session.
Dyad 3. Father 3 and Hakan demonstrated almost no extra-textual talk in the baseline
phase. Hakan and his father showed an immediate change in level as each decontextualized
strategy was introduced into the intervention phases. Four missed sessions reduced the power of
the analysis, however. The introduction of each new strategy resulted in a slight dip in the use of
the previously learned strategies. This was especially evident in the case of explanatory
utterances. Hakan’s utterances tended to mirror his father’s decontextualized utterances and
changes were maintained in the generalization sessions except for the last session for explanatory
talk.
Dyad 4. The baseline phase for Father 4 and Leyla, included high rates of contextualized
utterances and a high rate of interpretation decontextualized utterances. With the commencement
of intervention, Father 4 and Leyla showed immediate effects and an increase in the level as each
decontextualized strategy was introduced. Visual analysis of Figure 4 revealed that each
decontextualized language strategy had a unique trajectory; the text-to-life phase included a
consistent improvement and a large change in level that maintained despite a fair amount of
variability among sessions. This change was particularly evident in the generalization sessions.
The interpretation phase, which had a high baseline, showed a large initial effect but a declining
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trend that stabilized, but overlapped with baseline performance. The explanatory phase showed a
strong immediate effect, but a precipitous drop in the generalization session, which improved
again but showing a small treatment effect, overlapping baseline performance. Other than the
explanatory strategy, performance in generalization tended to mirror the treatment sessions.
Tau-U index. Tau-U is a non-overlap effect size measure that ranges from -1.0 to 1.0.
Effects of .93 or higher are interpreted as highly effective treatments; effects of .65 and higher
are interpreted as effective treatments (Rakap, 2015); and less than .65 are considered
questionable effects. As can be seen in Table 3, the treatment was initiated across 3 behaviors
and 4 fathers (12 times) and would be considered highly effective for 8 replications, effective for
3 replications, and questionable for 1 replication. The changes in the behavior of the children
would be judged as highly effective for 6 replications, effective for 4 replications, and
questionable for 2 replications out of 12. The aggregate Tau-U for each participant indicated that
treatment was highly effective with children and fathers in Dyads 1 and 3 and treatment was
effective for participants in Dyads 2 and 4, who demonstrated higher baseline conversation rates.
Father-Child Dyadic Interaction Indicators
We hypothesized increases in the dyadic interaction indicators after the commencement
of the book reading intervention program. The dyadic interaction indicators included total
utterances, child topic initiations, conversational turns, conversational episodes, and
conversational length (Morgan & Goldstein, 2004). Table 4 presents the dyadic interaction data
with Tau-U effect size estimates and averages of the dyadic interaction indicators for baseline,
intervention and generalization phases. Dyads 1 and 3 demonstrated limited number of total
utterances, child initiations, conversational turns, conversational episodes, and conversational
length during baseline. Low baselines were followed by notable increases in the dyadic
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interaction indicators with the introduction of treatment. The increases maintained in
generalization sessions. We observed large effects sizes for Dyad 1, and medium to large effect
sizes for Dyad 3. The effects were particularly evident in total utterances, conversational turns,
conversational episodes, and conversational length. The one anomaly was Dyad 3’s child topic
initiations, which were the same in baseline and generalization sessions with a dip in the
intervention sessions.
Dyads 2 and 4 had much higher baselines, even exceeding the intervention phases for
Dyads 1 and 3, for total utterances, child initiations, conversational turns, conversational
episodes, and conversational length. The book sharing program resulted in an overall
convergence in the father and child contributions to dyadic interaction of Dyad 2. Total number
of utterances and conversational turns of Dyad 2 demonstrated a descending trend during the first
half of the intervention. These numbers exceeded baseline level during the last three book
reading sessions. The number of child’s topic initiations and conversational episodes declined
during the intervention phases, whereas conversational length stayed the same.
Dyadic interactions of Dyad 4 demonstrated a small treatment effect after the
commencement of the intervention. The treatment effect on each dyadic interaction varied
between small to medium effect sizes. With the introduction of the intervention, the total number
of utterances, conversational turns and conversational episodes showed a small decline during
the first six sessions. This decline improved notably during the rest of the book reading sessions
but ended with a large dip in the last generalization session. The dyad went down in child topic
initiations, and conversational length after the intervention was introduced. This decline was
stable during the intervention sessions. Note that Dyad 4 demonstrated behavior management
issues. These issues resulted in unexpected increases in contextualized talk and other dyadic
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interaction indicators during the baseline as well as intervention phases.
Tau-U results summarized in Table 4, indicate that strong effects were demonstrated for
Dyad 1 across all five measures of dyadic interaction. Likewise, strong effects were evident for
Dyad 3, except for no effect on the child’s topic initiations. For Dyads 2 and 4, dyadic interaction
rates were much higher during baseline; the Tau U indices revealed no significant differences in
these five indicators. This contrasts with the Tau-U results in Table 3, which indicated that
intervention effects were effective for the father and child in Dyad 4 and the father in Dyad 2,
indicating that changes were largely attributable to replacing contextualized utterances with
decontextualized utterances.
Social Validity and Satisfaction with the Book-Sharing Program
The fathers completed the social validity survey that included question on acceptability,
understandability, feasibility, and system support. These fathers expressed high agreement with
acceptability, understanding, and feasibility of the intervention. They expressed strong
disagreement with the social system support questions, indicating that implementation would
require a good deal of support.
Qualitative analysis of interviews with four mothers revealed five main topics. They
noted 1) an increase in father-child bonding, 2) an increase in child confidence in answering
questions, 3) more frequent engagement in independent reading by children, 4) both parents
learned to expand and retell the stories with complex questions related to daily life, 4) regular
book-reading became a routine, and 5) more shared responsibility between mother and father for
book-reading. Although not taught directly, mothers stated that this program taught them how to
ask questions and extend book-related conversations. They mentioned that the books were
appropriately selected. One mother expressed concerns about the time needed to implement the
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program on a daily basis. However, other mothers indicated that the program did not have a
down side.
Children in the study reported that they enjoyed reading books with their fathers and they
expressed a desire to continue reading books with their fathers.
Discussion
All four fathers enrolled in this study enhanced their knowledge of how to engage in and
extend child-directed conversations in book-sharing contexts with and without cues placed in
books. Changes in fathers’ behavior were functionally related in a predictable way to the
storybook reading intervention. The effectiveness of the intervention was demonstrated for 11 of
the 12 possible replications (among three independent behaviors and four participants). These
changes, in turn, affected child behavior predictably; as the effects of the intervention were
demonstrated for 10 of 12 possible replications. The current study indicated that changes in book
reading by fathers resulted in increases in children’ decontextualized language utterances during
storybook reading sessions, with weaker effects shown for one child, Onur. The language that
children used corresponded to the specific decontextualized language strategies used by their
fathers. Experimental effects were most evident for the two children with low rates of dyadic
interaction during baseline. The immediacy of effects on children as each strategy was
introduced is notable. Patterns of maintenance seemed to be closely associated with rates of
strategy use by fathers. The book-sharing program had variable effects on dyadic conversations,
but the result was some convergence in the number of conversational episodes and their lengths.
Baseline Performance
The baseline differences among dyads provide insights into an interesting contrast in their
responses to intervention. Dyads 1 and 3 initially engaged in minimal extra-textual talk, whereas
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Dyads 2 and 4 had a large amount of extra-textual talk that included some decontextualized, but
mainly contextualized utterances. These contextualized utterances were typically labeling and
describing the pictures. The decontextualized utterances performed by Dyads 2 and 4 were
mostly prompted by children’s topic initiations. Unlike previous studies that reported fathers
often asking demanding and challenging wh- questions in their conversations with their children
(Abkarian et al., 2003; Rowe et al., 2004b; Tamis-LeMonda & Baumwell, 2013), the participants
of the current study initially engaged in limited decontextualized talk. This finding reinforced the
value of teaching fathers to be more effective conversation partners with their young children.
Examples of the limited decontextualized talk during baseline included interpretation questions
consistent with the story:
Leyla: The cats are on top of the roof. These two ate fish, but the last one did not!
Father: How did you understand that they ate fish?
Leyla: Because of the bones!
Father: Yes, you are right!

Onur: Look! Pepe washed up onto the shore!
Father: Why did Pepe wash up?
Onur: Because of the boats! They are too noisy! Pepe came close to the shore!
Intervention Effects on Decontextualized Language and Dyadic Interaction
Fathers participating in this program continued to use decontextualized strategies in
generalization sessions, after removing the text cues. It was typical for fathers to use fewer of the
previous strategies in the generalization sessions in favor of the new strategy that was
introduced. The decrease in the maintenance of previous strategies seemed to reflect an
equilibration process that eventually resulted in a more balanced use of the three types of
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decontextualized language strategies in the final generalization sessions. Unlike the previous
studies conducted with mothers (Morgan & Goldstein, 2004), there was not a pattern of using a
most favored strategy among participants. The four dyads showed varying increases in their use
of each decontextualized language strategy. Further research is needed to determine how best to
get parent-child dyads to maintain and balance the use of multiple decontextualized language
strategies.
One significant outcome of the current study is the mirroring of behavior between
paternal and child extra-textual utterances. The text cues in the books were designed to prompt
only fathers’ decontextualized language usage. As fathers’ questions and comments increased,
the number of decontextualized utterances produced by the child increased. Children’s
decontextualized utterances mainly depended on fathers’ modeling after the introduction of the
decontextualized language strategies (Hockenberger et al., 1999; Morgan & Goldstein, 2004).
Additionally, unlike the previous studies with mothers (Morgan & Goldstein, 2004), fathers were
able to extend the conversation length with additional questions and comments after each
decontextualized conversation prompt.
Although the amount of dyadic interaction varied among dyads in baseline, the variation
narrowed during the intervention phase. Consistent with previous research conducted with
mothers (Morgan & Goldstein, 2004), two of the children who had a higher number of topic
initiations in baseline reduced their initiations after fathers took more control of the extra-textual
talk by guiding the conversations through decontextualized questions.
Fathers of Leyla and Onur showed more permissive reactions to children’s book-related
questions or unrelated demands in baseline sessions. It was observed that fathers of Leyla and
Onur were highly responsive to child demands, decisions, and tendencies and were low in
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parental demand and control over their child’s misbehavior. The reduction in the child topic
initiations by Onur in Dyad 2 might be attributed to greater paternal control over the extratextual talk during book-sharing sessions. This finding suggests a need to provide fathers with
alternative and instructive ways to interact with their children. In contrast, the two children
whose fathers showed more authoritarian reactions had a more challenging time expressing their
ideas and initiating new topics. This was evident in limited talk during baseline sessions, as well
as fathers demanding responses during intervention implementation. However, extra-textual talk
and child-topic initiations within these dyads increased after the introduction of decontextualized
strategies. Initially, children were reluctant to respond to their fathers’ questions, and fathers with
more authoritative approaches asked questions directly and demanded answers immediately.
Children’s improved responsivity may have been associated with a novelty effect on the fathers’
new role as more of a conversation partner. This was evident in limited talk during baseline
sessions, as well as fathers demanding responses during the intervention implementation (see
example below).
Father: Listen to me, I have a question for you. Playing in a playground is fun. Tell me
what kind of things you like to do in the playground?
Lara: ……
Father: Answer my question, talk!
Lara: I like swinging…
Father: What else?
Lara; Building a sand castle, swinging…
Similar to findings with mothers (Hockenberger et al., 1999; Morgan & Goldstein, 2004),
fathers living in Istanbul improved their child-directed conversations; resulting in an increase in
child decontextualized language utterances. The current study extends the literature in several
33

ways. First, the current study indicated that fathers could be effective conversation partners of
their preschool-aged children when the appropriate training and resources are provided. Second,
fathers can perform three decontextualized language strategies and extend the conversations not
only in training sessions but also in generalization sessions. Third, children were not only
responsive, but they also produced language that mirrored their fathers’ modeled language.
Although other interventions (e.g., dialogic reading) have been used to increase turn
taking and conversational interactions between parents and children (Mol et al., 2008; Roberts &
Kaiser, 2011; Whitehurst et al., 1994; Whitehurst et al., 1988; Zevenbergen, Worth, Dretto, &
Travers, 2018), the instructive nature of such interventions should be considered. Two of our
dyads demonstrated a good deal of contextualized talk when reading storybooks during baseline.
Might this be sufficient to promote language development? Contextualized talk focuses on the
here-and-now, such as labeling and describing pictures. In contrast, decontextualized talk places
more cognitively- and linguistically-complex demands on the parent and child. Relating book
content to one’s life experiences and world knowledge, using language to explain new
vocabulary or novel concepts or events, predicting what may happen next or referring to
character’s reactions or emotions in the story exemplify interactions that require more advanced
analytical skills. This introduction to decontextualized language in the home is hypothesized to
prepare children for the kinds of tasks that become increasingly important in school settings.
Future research is needed to investigate the long-term effects of this or similar parental
interventions.
Limitations and Future Research
One limitation of the current study is the representativeness of a small sample. The study
participants were recruited through neighborhood leaders and may not be truly representative of
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the population of Turkish families living in high poverty situations. According to the largest
Trade Union Confederation in Turkey ("TÜRK-İŞ Haber Bülteni," 2018), the poverty level for a
household of four is an annual income of ₺75,939,60 ($14,250). Three dyads in the present study
were below the poverty level, and one dyad was on the poverty line. Future studies should
include a broader sampling procedure to include families with various SES backgrounds. Also,
the current study involved fathers only living in Turkey, whereas future studies should
investigate fathers and mothers from diverse cultures, as parenting expectations and
responsibilities differ among various cultures. There is a critical need for more cross-cultural and
cross-linguistic intervention studies to determine what types of adaptations in procedures are
needed and whether results are replicated. The current study involved only four dyads and
single-case experimental design provided in-depth insight into some of the individual differences
likely to occur when applying this intervention. Such designs are well suited to the iterative
development of interventions that can be optimized over time. Systematic replications can be
used to determine the generality of the intervention. For example, future studies should evaluate
decontextualized talk in co-parenting contexts to extend the knowledge of how families can best
support children’s language development. Eventually, well-developed procedures could be
implemented in randomized-controlled group designs to better gauge the short- and long-term
effects on larger populations of parents and their children.
Conclusions
This study adds to the limited literature on how fathers in poverty homes can promote the
language development of their children. The current study evaluated the ability of fathers to learn
to use decontextualized language and to become better conversation partners with their children.
Prior research has demonstrated the benefits of teaching mothers to enhance their children’s
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decontextualized language abilities during book-sharing and meal-time (Hockenberger et al.,
1999; Leech et al., 2018; Morgan & Goldstein, 2004). Other intervention studies have addressed
fathers’ parenting behaviors (Caserta et al., 2018; Frank, Keown, & Sanders, 2015; Lundahl,
Tollefson, Risser, & Lovejoy, 2008). A recent study with fathers took advantage of a booksharing context to improve positive parenting practices and child outcomes (Chacko et al., 2018).
We expanded upon previous work by enhancing fathers’ interactions with their children when
fathers were provided with decontextualized language-enriched book-reading materials. Fathers
generalized their use of decontextualized language strategies when text cues were no longer
included in books. Such experiences over time may have the potential to boost language
development of preschoolers who may be exposed to limited language due to risk factors related
to poverty. Fathers use of decontextualized language during book-sharing shows promise as an
intervention to enhance child language development in ways likely to contribute to school
readiness.
References
Abkarian, G., Dworkin, J. P., & Abkarian, A. K. (2003). Fathers' speech to their children: perfect
pitch or tin ear? Fathering, 1(1), 27.
Alici, C. (2012). Paternal contributions to children's cognitive functioning and school readiness.
Developmental Psychology. Koc Univeristy. Istanbul.
Ataca, B., Kagitcibasi, C., & Diri, A. (2005). The Turkish family and the value of children:
Trends over time. The value of children in cross-cultural perspective. Case studies from
eight societies, 91-119.
Atmaca Koçak, A. (2004). Baba destek programı değerlendirme raporu. Istanbul: Mother Child
Education Foundation (ACEV).
Baker, C. E. (2014). African American fathers' contributions to children's early academic
achievement: Evidence from two-parent families from the early childhood longitudinal
study–birth cohort. Early Education & Development, 25(1), 19-35.

36

Baker, C. E., Vernon-Feagans, L., & Investigators, F. L. P. (2015). Fathers' language input
during shared book activities: Links to children's kindergarten achievement. Journal of
Applied Developmental Psychology, 36, 53-59.
Barker, G. (2014). A Radical Agenda for Men's Caregiving. IDS Bulletin, 45(1), 85-90.
Boratav, H. B., Fişek, G. O., & Ziya, H. E. (2014). Unpacking masculinities in the context of
social change: Internal complexities of the identities of married men in Turkey. Men and
Masculinities, 17(3), 299-324.
Breitenstein, S. M., Gross, D., & Christophersen, R. (2014). Digital delivery methods of
parenting training interventions: a systematic review. Worldviews on Evidence‐Based
Nursing, 11(3), 168-176.
Bus, A. G., Van Ijzendoorn, M. H., & Pellegrini, A. D. (1995). Joint book reading makes for
success in learning to read: A meta-analysis on intergenerational transmission of literacy.
Review of educational research, 65(1), 1-21.
Cabrera, N., Shannon, J. D., Tamis-Lemonda, C., Ryan, R. M., Brooks-Gunn, J., & Raikes, H.
(2004). Low-Income Fathers’ Involvement in Their Toddlers’ Lives: Biological Fathers
From the Early Head Start Research and Evaluation Study. Fathering, 2(1), 5-30.
Caserta, A., Fabiano, G. A., Hulme, K., Pyle, K., Isaacs, L., & Jerome, S. (2018). A waitlistcontrolled trial of behavioral parent training for fathers of preschool children. EvidenceBased Practice in Child and Adolescent Mental Health, 1-11.
Çelik, S. B. (2007). Family function levels of Turkish fathers with children aged between 0–6.
Social Behavior and Personality: an international journal, 35(4), 429-442.
Cengiz, O., & Cakir, H. (2016). Turkish Fathers' Language Use In The Context Of Toy Play.
European Scientific Journal, ESJ, 12(8).
Chacko, A., Fabiano, G. A., Doctoroff, G. L., & Fortson, B. (2018). Engaging fathers in effective
parenting for preschool children using shared book reading: A randomized controlled
trial. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology, 47(1), 79-93.
Church, K., & de Oliveira, R. (2013). What's up with whatsapp?: comparing mobile instant
messaging behaviors with traditional SMS. Paper presented at the Proceedings of the
15th international conference on Human-computer interaction with mobile devices and
services.
Cooklin, A. R., Westrupp, E. M., Strazdins, L., Giallo, R., Martin, A., & Nicholson, J. M.
(2016). Fathers at work: Work–family conflict, work–family enrichment and parenting in
an Australian cohort. Journal of Family Issues, 37(11), 1611-1635.
Correa, V. I., Lo, Y.-Y., Godfrey-Hurrell, K., Swart, K., & Baker, D. L. (2015). Effects of
adapted dialogic reading on oral language and vocabulary knowledge of Latino
37

preschoolers at risk for English language delays. Multiple Voices for Ethnically Diverse
Exceptional Learners, 15(2), 3-21.
Dickinson, D. K., & Tabors, P. O. (2001). Beginning literacy with language: Young children
learning at home and school: Paul H Brookes Publishing.
Donaldson, J. (2016a). The Gruffalo and Friends: Pan Macmillan.
Donaldson, J. (2016b). The snail and the whale: Pan Macmillan.
Erkal, S., Copur, Z., Dogan, N., & Safak, S. (2007). Examining the relationship between parents'
gender roles and responsibilities towards their children (A Turkish example). Social
Behavior and Personality: an international journal, 35(9), 1221-1234.
Ersan, C. (2015). Babalara Verilen Dil Eğitim Programının Çocukların Alıcı Dil Gelişimine
Etkisi. Eğitim ve Bilim, 40(180).
Feldman, R., Bamberger, E., & Kanat-Maymon, Y. (2013). Parent-specific reciprocity from
infancy to adolescence shapes children's social competence and dialogical skills.
Attachment & Human Development, 15(4), 407-423.
Flippin, M., & Crais, E. R. (2011). The need for more effective father involvement in early
autism intervention a systematic review and recommendations. Journal of Early
Intervention, 33(1), 24-50.
Frank, T. J., Keown, L. J., & Sanders, M. R. (2015). Enhancing father engagement and
interparental teamwork in an evidence-based parenting intervention: a randomizedcontrolled trial of outcomes and processes. Behavior Therapy, 46(6), 749-763.
Gast, D. L., & Ledford, J. R. (2014). Single case research methodology: Applications in special
education and behavioral sciences: Routledge.
Gilkerson, J., Richards, J. A., Warren, S. F., Montgomery, J. K., Greenwood, C. R., Oller, D. K.,
. . . Paul, T. D. (2017b). Mapping the early language environment using all-day
recordings and automated analysis. American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology,
26(2), 248-265.
Gleason, J. B. (1975). Fathers and other strangers: Men's speech to young children.
Developmental psycholinguistics: Theory and applications, 289-297.
Goldstein, H. (2016). Where does Social Validity Measurement Fit into Identifying and
Developing Evidence-Based Practices? In M. A. Romski & R. Sevcik (Eds.), Examining
the science and practice of communication interventions for individuals with severe
disabilities (pp. 299-312). Baltimore: Paul Brookes.

38

Han, M., Moore, N., Vukelich, C., & Buell, M. (2010). Does play make a difference? How play
intervention affects the vocabulary learning of at-risk preschoolers. American Journal of
Play, 3(1), 82-105.
Hockenberger, E. H., Goldstein, H., & Haas, L. S. (1999). Effects of commenting during joint
book reading by mothers with low SES. Topics in Early Childhood Special Education,
19(1), 15-27.
Hoff, E. (2006). How social contexts support and shape language development☆. Developmental
Review, 26(1), 55-88. doi: 10.1016/j.dr.2005.11.002
Hutton, J. S., Horowitz-Kraus, T., Mendelsohn, A. L., DeWitt, T., Holland, S. K., & Consortium,
C.-M. A. (2015). Home reading environment and brain activation in preschool children
listening to stories. Pediatrics, 136(3), 466-478.
Hutton, J. S., Phelan, K., Horowitz-Kraus, T., Dudley, J., Altaye, M., DeWitt, T., & Holland, S.
K. (2017). Story time turbocharger? Child engagement during shared reading and
cerebellar activation and connectivity in preschool-age children listening to stories. PloS
one, 12(5), e0177398.
Ivrendi, A., & Isikoglu, N. (2010). A Turkish view on fathers’ involvement in children’s play.
Early Childhood Education Journal, 37(6), 519-526.
Kağıtçıbaşı, Ç. (1996). Family and human development across cultures: A view from the other
side: Psychology Press.
Kelley, E. S., & Goldstein, H. (2014). Building a Tier 2 Intervention: A Glimpse Behind the
Data. Journal of Early Intervention, 36(4), 292-312. doi: 10.1177/1053815115581657
Kemp, A. (2011). Dogs Don't Do Ballet: Simon and Schuster.
Konstantareas, M. M., Mandel, L., & Homatidis, S. (1988). The language patterns mothers and
fathers employ with their autistic boys and girls. Applied Psycholinguistics, 9(4), 403414.
Leech, K., Wei, R., Harring, J. R., & Rowe, M. L. (2018). A brief parent-focused intervention to
improve preschoolers’ conversational skills and school readiness. Developmental
Psychology, 54(1), 15.
Leech, K. A., Salo, V. C., Rowe, M. L., & Cabrera, N. J. (2013). Father input and child
vocabulary development: the importance of wh-questions and clarification requests.
Paper presented at the Seminars in Speech and Language.
Lundahl, B. W., Tollefson, D., Risser, H., & Lovejoy, M. C. (2008). A meta-analysis of father
involvement in parent training. Research on Social Work Practice, 18(2), 97-106.

39

Malin, J. L., Cabrera, N. J., Karberg, E., Aldoney, D., & Rowe, M. L. (2014). Low‐Income,
Minority Fathers’control Strategies and Their Children's Regulatory Skills. Infant mental
health journal, 35(5), 462-472.
Mol, S. E., Bus, A. G., De Jong, M. T., & Smeets, D. J. (2008). Added value of dialogic parent–
child book readings: A meta-analysis. Early Education and Development, 19(1), 7-26.
Mol, S. E., & Neuman, S. B. (2014). Sharing information books with kindergartners: The role of
parents’ extra-textual talk and socioeconomic status. Early Childhood Research
Quarterly, 29(4), 399-410.
Morgan, L., & Goldstein, H. (2004). Teaching mothers of low socioeconomic status to use
decontextualized language during storybook reading. Journal of Early Intervention,
26(4), 235-252. doi: 10.1177/105381510402600401
Neuman, S. B., & Moland, N. (2016). Book deserts: The consequences of income segregation on
children’s access to print. Urban Education, 39(6), 1-22. doi:
10.1177/0042085916654525
Olson, E. A. (1982). Duofocal family structure and an alternative model of husband-wife
relationship Sex roles, family and community in Turkey (pp. 33-72). Bloomington:
Indiana University Press.
Pancsofar, N., & Vernon-Feagans, L. (2006). Mother and father language input to young
children: Contributions to later language development. Journal of Applied Developmental
Psychology, 27(6), 571-587.
Pancsofar, N., Vernon-Feagans, L., & Investigators, F. L. P. (2010). Fathers’ early contributions
to children's language development in families from low-income rural communities.
Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 25(4), 450-463.
Parker, R. I., Vannest, K. J., Davis, J. L., & Sauber, S. B. (2011). Combining nonoverlap and
trend for single-case research: Tau-U. Behavior Therapy, 42(2), 284-299.
Partridge, H. A. (2004). Helping parents make the most of shared book reading. Early Childhood
Education Journal, 32(1), 25-30.
Peterson, C., Jesso, B., & McCabe, A. (1999). Encouraging narratives in preschoolers: An
intervention study. Journal of Child Language, 26(01), 49-67.
Rakap, S. (2015). Effect sizes as result interpretation aids in single‐subject experimental
research: description and application of four nonoverlap methods. British Journal of
Special Education, 42(1), 11-33.
Roberts, M. Y., & Kaiser, A. P. (2011). The effectiveness of parent-implemented language
interventions: A meta-analysis. American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology, 20(3),
180-199.
40

Rodriguez, E. T., & Tamis‐LeMonda, C. S. (2011). Trajectories of the home learning
environment across the first 5 years: Associations with children’s vocabulary and literacy
skills at prekindergarten. Child development, 82(4), 1058-1075.
Romeo, R. R., Leonard, J. A., Robinson, S. T., West, M. R., Mackey, A. P., Rowe, M. L., &
Gabrieli, J. D. (2018a). Beyond the 30-Million-Word Gap: Children’s Conversational
Exposure Is Associated With Language-Related Brain Function. Psychological science,
0956797617742725.
Roseberry-McKibbin, C. (2010). Increasing language skills of students from low-income
backgrounds: Practical strategies for professionals: Plural Publishing.
Rowe, M. L. (2008). Child-directed speech: relation to socioeconomic status, knowledge of child
development and child vocabulary skill. Journal of Child Language, 35(1), 185-205.
Rowe, M. L. (2013b). Decontextualized language input and preschoolers' vocabulary
development. Paper presented at the Seminars in Speech and Language.
Rowe, M. L., Coker, D., & Pan, B. A. (2004b). A Comparison of Fathers’ and Mothers’ Talk to
Toddlers in Low‐income Families. Social Development, 13(2), 278-291.
Şahin, Coşgun, & Kılıç. (2017). Babaların Çocuklarıyla Vakit Geçirme Durumlarına İlişkin
Görüşlerinin İncelenmesi. Gazi Üniversitesi Gazi Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi, 37(1).
Sahinkanat, S. (2013a). Annemin Cantasi: Yapi Kredi Yanlari.
Sahinkanat, S. (2013b). Yavru ahtapot olmak cok zor: Yapi Kredi Yayinlari.
Sahinkanat, S. (2014). Kim korkar kirmizi baslikli Kiz'dan: Yapi Kredi Yayinlari.
Sahinkanat, S. (2015). Uc kedi bir dilek: Yapi Kredi Yayinlari.
Sayman, A. (2014). Limon Agacinin Sarkisi: Redhouse Yayinlari.
Schönpflug, U. (2001). Decision-making influence in the family: A comparison of Turkish
families in Germany and in Turkey. Journal of Comparative Family Studies, 219-230.
Shannon, J. D., Tamis-LeMonda, C. S., London, K., & Cabrera, N. (2002). Beyond rough and
tumble: Low-income fathers' interactions and children's cognitive development at 24
months. Parenting: Science and Practice, 2(2), 77-104.
Suskind, & Suskind, B. (2015). Thirty Million Words: How to Build a Child's Brain: Dutton
Adult.
Tamis-LeMonda, & Baumwell, L. (2013). Fathers' Role in Childrens's Language Development.
In N. J. Cabrera & C. S. Tamis-LeMonda (Eds.), Handbook of Father Involvement:
Multidisiplinary (pp. 135-150). Florence: Taylor and Francis.
41

Tamis-LeMonda, Baumwell, L., & Cristofaro, T. (2012). Parent-child conversations during play.
First Language, 32(4), 413-438. doi: 10.1177/0142723711419321
Tamis-LeMonda, & McFadden, K. E. (2010). Fathers from Low-Income Backgrounds. In M. E.
Lamb (Ed.), Role_of_the_Father_in_Child_Development (5th_Edition ed., pp. 296-318).
Hoboken, NJ, USA: John Wiley & Sons.
Tomasello, M., Conti-Ramsden, G., & Ewert, B. (1990). Young children's conversations with
their mothers and fathers: Differences in breakdown and repair. Journal of Child
Language, 17(01), 115-130.
Turan, J. M., Nalbant, H., Bulut, A., & Sahip, Y. (2001). Including expectant fathers in antenatal
education programmes in Istanbul, Turkey. Reproductive health matters, 9(18), 114-125.
. TÜRK-İŞ Haber Bülteni. (2018) Açlık ve Yoksulluk Sınırı (Vol. Kasim, pp. 1-7). Ankara:
Türkiye İşçi Sendikaları Konfederasyonu, TÜRK-İŞ
Uccelli, P., Demir‐Lira, Ö. E., Rowe, M. L., Levine, S., & Goldin‐Meadow, S. (2018). Children's
Early Decontextualized Talk Predicts Academic Language Proficiency in
Midadolescence. Child development.
Ünüvar, P., & Senemoğlu, N. (2010). Babaların 3-6 Yaş Grubu Çocuklarıyla Geçirdikleri
Zamanın Niteliğini Geliştirme1. Pamukkale Üniversitesi Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi,
27(27), 55-66.
Van Kleeck, A., Stahl, S. A., & Bauer, E. B. (2003). On reading books to children: Parents and
teachers: Routledge.
Walker, D., Greenwood, C., Hart, B., & Carta, J. (1994). Prediction of school outcomes based on
early language production and socioeconomic factors. Child Dev, 65(2 Spec No), 606621. doi: 10.2307/1131404
Weizman, Z. O., & Snow, C. E. (2001). Lexical output as related to children's vocabulary
acquisition: Effects of sophisticated exposure and support for meaning. Developmental
Psychology, 37(2), 265.
Whitehurst, G. J., Arnold, D. S., Epstein, J. N., Angell, A. L., Smith, M., & Fischel, J. E. (1994).
A picture book reading intervention in day care and home for children from low-income
families. Developmental Psychology, 30(5), 679.
Whitehurst, G. J., Falco, F. L., Lonigan, C. J., Fischel, J. E., DeBaryshe, B. D., ValdezMenchaca, M. C., & Caulfield, M. (1988). Accelerating language development through
picture book reading. Developmental Psychology, 24(4), 552.
Zevenbergen, A. A., Worth, S., Dretto, D., & Travers, K. (2018). Parents’ experiences in a
home-based dialogic reading programme. Early Child Development and Care, 188(6),
862-874.
42

Table 1. Demographic features of the participants
Dyad 1
Age
Child:64
months
Gender (Child) Female
Education Level High School
(Fathers)
Income
less than $4000
(Family)
Marital Status
Married
# of children and 4
adults at home

Dyad 2
Child: 65
months
Male
Elementary
School
less than $4000
Married
5
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Dyad 3
Child:61
months
Male
High School

Dyad 4
Child:58 months

between
$10000-$13000
Married
4

less than $4000

Female
College Degree

Married
3

Table 2. Coding definitions and examples

Coding Units

Definitions
Examples
Decontextualized Language Categories
Text-to-life
Text-to-life talk includes
“You also have a green shirt, don’t you?”
comments and questions
“We saw a big puppy on the street.”
referring to the child’s
“The puppy dances like you danced on the
experience such as past and
stage.”
future events as well as
people, places and things that
are removed from the context.
Explanatory
The explanatory talk includes “A ballerina is a woman who dances ballet.”
novel information such as
“Flower is a type of plant.”
definitions, classifications,
“Plants cannot walk, but animals and
and comparisons for the
humans can walk.”
instruction purposes.
Interpretation Interpretation talk includes
“What do you think the puppy is going to
predictions, comments,
do next?”
questions, reasoning and
“I wonder if the puppy is happy.”
inferences on people, actions, “Why do you think the puppy is unhappy?”
events, and emotions.
Contextualized Language Categories
Book-related
The book-related talk
“Find the puppy.”
includes comments and
“Look how the puppy is happy.”
questions to point, label and
“The puppy seems to have fun.”
locate an object or character
in the book.
Print-related
The print-related talk includes “Do you know what is written here? Let’s
comments and questions
read it together!”
about the print in the book.
Transactional
The comments and saying to
“That’s right!”
maintain the fluency of the
“Tell me more about the puppy.”
interaction.
“What do you mean?”
Dyadic Interaction indicators
Total utterance Total number of utterances produced by the fathers and their children
Child Topic
Initiations

Conversational
Turns

Child interaction initiations after a portion of book was read or a new topic is
introduced by the child. Child interrupts the book reading to ask a question,
make a request, or make a comment. Each new initiation is either a distinct
topic shift or a portion of the book following a 3 second silence period.
The number of father and child utterances without a three seconds silence
breaks in a conversational episode.
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Table 2. (Continued)
Conversational The total number of sequential conversations involving at least one turn by
Episodes
the father and one by the child. Three seconds of silence or a novel topic are
counted as the beginning of a new conversational episode.
Conversational The number of conversational turns in each conversational episode.
Length

45

Table 3. Tau-U effect sizes for each father and child

Lara
Father 1

Text-to-Life
Utterances
1.0**
1.0**

Explanatory
Utterances
0.81**
0.97**

Interpretation
Utterances
1.0**
1.0**

Onur
Father 2

0.65**
0.97**

0.31
0.75*

0.93**
1.0**

0.65**
0.92**

Hakan
Father 3

1.0**
1.0**

0.94**
0.90**

1.0**
1.0**

0.98**
0.96**

Leyla
0.90**
Father 4
1.0**
* p < .05, ** p < .01

0.49
0.56*

0.66**
0.81**

0.67**
0.77**
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Aggregated Tau-U
0.93**
0.99**

Table 4. Total number of dyadic interaction indicators with Tau-U effect size estimates
Aggregated
Conversational Tau- Conversational Tau- ConversationalTauTau-U
Turns
U
Episodes U
Length
U
between B
and I
B
I
G
B I
G
B
I
G
B
I
G
B
I
G
Dyad 1 2.7 45.8 45.2 1.0** 0.0 2.2 2.7 0.78* 1.0 37.3 36.2 1.0** 1.7 10.9 11.8 1.0** 0.5 4.4 3.8 1.0** 0.95**
Dyad 2 69.7 54.3 62.4 -0.41 10.7 3.8 1.4 -0.69 54.3 42.5 49.6 -0.33 16.0 12.4 12.8 -0.61 4.5 4.1 4.8 0
-0.40*
Dyad 3 3.0 24.5 35.3 1.0** 1.3 0.5 1.3 0
2.0 18.3 25.8 1.0** 2.0 6.9 9.75 0.90* 1.3 3.6 3.6 1.0** 0.78**
Dyad 4 65.0 78.8 87.2 0.22 7.0 3.4 4.6 -0.04 40.0 67.3 69.7 0.55 8.3 13.8 17.3 0.70 7.4 5.9 1.2 -0.41 0.21
35.1 50.9 57.5
4.8 2.5 2.5
24 41.4 45.3
7
11 12.9
3.4 4.5 3.4
M (SD)
(32.9)(19.4)(19.7)
(4.9) (1.3) (1.3)
(23.4) (17.5) (16.4)
(5.8) (2.6) (2.8)
(2.7) (0.8) (1.3)
Note: B denotes the first three baseline sessions, I denotes sessions after initial intervention commenced, and G denotes generalization
sessions during the treatment conditions.
* p < .05, ** p < .01
Tau- Child’s Topic TauTotal Utterances
U
Initiations U
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#of utterances

Figure 1. Total number of decontextualized utterances produced by Dyad 1. Large open symbols
denote generalization sessions.
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#of utterances

Figure 2.Total number of decontextualized utterances produced by Dyad 2. Large open symbols
denote generalization sessions.
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#of utterances

Figure 3.Total number of decontextualized utterances produced by Dyad 3. Large open symbols
denote generalization sessions.
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#of utterances

Figure 4.Total number of decontextualized utterances produced by Dyad 4. Large open symbols
denote generalization sessions.
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Appendix 1. Permission Document
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Appendix 2. IRB Approval Letter
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CHAPTER THREE:
STUDY #2: EFFECTS OF EMBEDDING DECONTEXTUALIZED LANGUAGE
THROUGH BOOK-SHARING DELIVERED BY MOTHERS AND FATHERS IN COPARENTING ENVIRONMENTS
Abstract
Purpose: Early decontextualized language proficiency predicts future academic success. There is
limited research evaluating the effectiveness of early decontextualized language interventions
delivered by fathers and mothers. This experiment investigated the effects of a book-sharing
intervention implemented in co-parenting homes on the decontextualized language conversations
of preschoolers with their parents.
Method: A multiple baseline design across behaviors was used to evaluate the effects of
embedding decontextualized language utterances during book-sharing delivered by four families.
The varying effects of the program on mothers’ and fathers’ languages were examined using
visual analysis, a two-level mixed effects model, and a social validity evaluation.
Results: Embedding decontextualized language prompts in books not only increased parental
decontextualized language utterances, but most parents were able to maintain use of strategies
without prompts in the books. The intervention effects were consistently higher for parents than
for their children. Social validity results demonstrated parental satisfaction with program
delivery and content.
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Conclusion: This study adds to the limited literature on father-child and mother-child
conversations by exemplifying an effective way of prompting conversations with
decontextualized language during book-sharing context.
Introduction
Compared to children from high SES, children from low SES tend to engage in
substantially fewer conversational turns, hear fewer adults words spoken, and produce fewer
child vocalizations (Gilkerson et al., 2017b; Hart & Risley, 1995). Children in low SES
households typically experience limited language exposure at home, including less
decontextualized language use and book sharing (De Temple & Beals, 1991; Gilkerson et al.,
2017b; Hart & Risley, 1995). The empirical evidence shows that the resulting language gap starts
as early as 18 months, widens thereafter, and persists in the context of academic achievement
(Fernald, Marchman, & Weisleder, 2013; Rowe, 2012; Walker, Greenwood, Hart, & Carta,
1994). This environmental deprivation may contribute to differences in early brain formation by
reducing the strength of connectivity in the brain regions that facilitate the formation of
foundational cognitive skills (Romeo et al., 2018b). Effective early language intervention
programs that enrich the home-language environment of children living in low SES are
imperative to begin to close the language gap.
Approximately 50% of children growing up in poverty live with an adult male house
member (Najarian, Snow, Lennon, Kinsey, & Mulligan, 2007; Semega, Fontenot, & Kollar,
2017). Engaging conversations with multiple adults provide young children with several
opportunities to advance language skills. Early language intervention programs that involve both
male and female caregivers could enhance parental contributions to language development. The
Bridge Theory (Gleason, 1975) characterizes fathers’ language as a potent facilitator because it
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often connects the child’s home language to outside language that includes decontextualized
language, which is a language that is removed from “here and now” (Snow, 1983). However, a
formidable gap remains in understanding how fathers’ language contributions could complement
mothers’ language input. Early language interventions that involve only mothers may provide
less-than-optimal adult support. The current study aims to address how an early decontextualized
language intervention program delivered by mothers and fathers through shared book activities
could improve parental language input, which in turn increases the benefits of book sharing for
preschool children living in poverty.
Decontextualized Language
Decontextualized language, sometimes called extended discourse, is language that
requires an abstract level of analysis promoting sequencing and causality and is removed from
the here and now (Dickinson & Tabors, 2001; Rowe, Coker, & Pan, 2004). Decontextualized
language enables preschoolers to infer non-immediate meanings from words and promotes
comprehension and elaboration from the narrative language (McKeown & Beck, 2003).
The comprehension and production of decontextualized language begins early in
language development (Rowe, 2012, 2013). Preschool years could be critical to maximizing
children’s decontextualized language, who otherwise may have limited language input and
conversational turn opportunities in low SES households (De Temple & Beals, 1991; Gilkerson
et al., 2017b). Decontextualized language use at 42 months is a predictor of language scores one
year later in kindergarten (Rowe, 2012) and later academic language proficiency in adolescence
(Uccelli, Demir‐Lira, Rowe, Levine, & Goldin‐Meadow, 2018). Hence, supporting
decontextualized language use during preschool years in low SES households could be a way to
promote child decontextualized language comprehension and production.
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The Effects of Book-Reading
The literature establishes strong evidence showing the benefits of book reading on
increasing adult-child interaction and therefore supporting child language development (Bus,
Van Ijzendoorn, & Pellegrini, 1995; Mol, Bus, De Jong, & Smeets, 2008; Mol & Neuman,
2014). Gilkerson, Richards, and Topping (2017a) examined daily conversations and daily
activity logs of 98 families for a day. Among the 36 families who engaged in book-sharing
activities with their 26-31-month-old children, they found a substantial increase in the number of
adult words spoken and conversational turns during book reading compared to other daily life
conversations after controlling for SES. Conversational turns may be a major factor responsible
for the benefits of book sharing. Romeo et al. (2018a) provided evidence in their neuro-imaging
study that conversational turns resulted in greater brain activation compared to the sheer amount
of language spoken by parents to their children. Thus, reading interventions with embedded
instructions that enhance conversational turns may be especially helpful in reducing the language
gap.
There is substantial variability in the quality and quantity of parents’ extratextual talk
produced during book-sharing (Hammett, Kleeck, & Huberty, 2003). Kang, Kim, and Pan (2009)
videotaped joint book-sharing sessions of 62 mothers from low SES households with their
preschool-aged children. The researchers found substantial variability in the number of
decontextualized language utterances that mothers produced per book (Mean = 23, SD =16).
Large variability also was evident in Hammett et al. (2003)’s book reading study with 63
mothers and 23 fathers from the middle to high SES households. They identified four styles of
parent book-reading; high input/print/story content; high input/abstraction; moderate input/low
abstraction; and a limited number of extratextual utterances. The most prevalent reading style
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among these parents was limited extratextual talk that was mainly related to storybook content.
These results indicate the need for effective book reading intervention programs to increase the
quality and quantity of extratextual talk.
Parent-Child Book Reading in the Context of Co-Parenting
Only a few studies on book-sharing investigated the patterns of father-child book reading
despite the mounting evidence indicating the benefits of father involvement (Chacko, Fabiano,
Doctoroff, & Fortson, 2018; Lamb, Pleck, Charnov, & Levine, 1985; Tamis-LeMonda, Sarkadi,
Kristiansson, Oberklaid, & Bremberg, 2008). Mothers and fathers practice co-parenting when
they share the responsibilities of raising children (Feinberg, 2003). The level of cooperation,
communication, and support between the parents shape co-parenting practices. Repeated book
readings delivered by fathers and mothers, could magnify learning opportunities for adult-child
dyads to practice decontextualized language skills (Dickinson & McCabe, 2001). Fathers’
involvement in activities focusing on their children’s language development also could
contribute to enhanced co-parenting practices.
Research comparing mothers and fathers indicates that fathers’ language contains more
challenging and demanding language forms (Abkarian, Dworkin, et al. 2003, Rowe, Coker, et al.
2004, Tamis-LeMonda and Baumwell 2013). Fathers’ language has been found to be one
predictor of later child language outcomes (Baker, Vernon-Feagans, & Investigators, 2015;
Pancsofar & Vernon-Feagans, 2006). Malin, Cabrera, and Rowe (2014) studied 61 cohabiting
minority families of two-year-old children. They found that fathers produced more metalinguistic
talk during book sharing than mothers (35% and 12%, respectively). Utterances such as recasting
child’s language, prompting to produce language, labeling and queries for labeling were
considered as metalinguistic. Consistent with this study, Duursma (2016) found that fathers add
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more extra-textual talk during book-reading with their two-to-three-year-old children than
mothers. However, these studies did not explore the types of decontextualized talk that fathers
and mothers produced and did not include four-year-old children. Thus, it remains unclear what
types of decontextualized language fathers and mothers provide during book sharing with their
preschool aged children.
Purpose
Studies focusing on mother-child interaction have found more child decontextualized
language use as well as more mother-child dyadic interaction as a result of teaching mothers to
use decontextualized language during book-sharing and other contexts (Hockenberger,
Goldstein, & Haas, 1999; Leech, Wei, Harring, & Rowe, 2018; Morgan & Goldstein, 2004).
Similar results were found in a study of the effects of a decontextualized language intervention
program during book sharing delivered by four fathers living in low SES households in Turkey
(Seven & Goldstein, 2019). These studies provide evidence of the feasibility of implementing
book sharing interventions with mothers and fathers. However, the effects of having both parents
implementing a book sharing intervention concurrently have yet to explored.
The proposed study aims to investigate the effects of boosting paternal as well as
maternal decontextualized language during shared book reading. The rationale is to fill the
critical knowledge gap related to effective interventions for improving the decontextualized
language development of children growing up in low SES by involving both fathers and mothers.
This knowledge could help us optimize book-sharing programs aimed at enhancing children’s
decontextualized language outcomes. The current study aims to address the following questions:
a) To what extent do fathers’ and mothers’ living in low SES households incorporate three
decontextualized language strategies within a book sharing program when prompted through
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embedded decontextualized language text-cues? What are the effects on children’s
decontextualized utterances during book sharing sessions? Do these effects maintain when
parents share storybooks without the embedded decontextualized language text-cues?
b) What are the differential effects of decontextualized language contributions of mothers and
fathers on the child decontextualized language utterances during the book-sharing program?
c) What are the effects of the story book-sharing program on the dyadic interactions of fatherchild and mother-child dyads during the book-sharing program?
d) To what extent do fathers and mothers express acceptability and satisfaction with the booksharing program?
Method
Participants
Six families from Florida consented to participate. These parents were recruited through
non-public prekindergarten classrooms. Preschool administrators were contacted to disseminate
flyers with information about the aims of the book-reading program and participation
expectations. Parents of four-year-old children without any identified disabilities were invited to
participate.
Four families completed the program. Characteristics of the families who completed the
program are summarized in Table 5. Two additional families withdrew from the study during
the baseline week due to health and family issues such as a lack of access to a quiet location,
insufficient time to read, and extended hospital stays.
Participation recruitment began with orientation meetings that took place at locations
convenient for the participants (e.g., university campus, participants’ homes, and neighborhood
cafes). This meeting covered the following topics: a) informed consent, b) the importance of
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book sharing activities on preschoolers’ language development, c) the responsibilities of the
research team, d) the expectations for the parents, and e) suggestions regarding the
implementation and logistics of the program including audiofile recording and submission using
mobile phones. Also, parents received a “Frequently Asked Questions” handout. This handout
included details and clarifications related to the intervention.
Parent surveys
Parents who initially agreed to participate completed a series of measures at the
orientation meeting: a preferences survey (Appendix 1), a demographic questionnaire (Appendix
2), and a home language practices survey (Appendix 3) and four measures of parenting. The
demographic questionnaire collected information regarding parent and child characteristics,
including education level, income, number of people living in the same household, and ages.
The researcher-developed language survey collected information about the frequency and types
of home-language activities related to language use and book-sharing. Additionally, parents were
asked to fill out a program preferences survey to learn more about parents’ availability and
preferences on how and when to be contacted and other issues related to the research that might
require accommodations. Lastly, Four parenting measures were used to collect descriptive
information about mothers’ and fathers’ perceptions on co-parenting, parenting styles, parenting
competency and parenting involvement (The Parenting Sense of Competence Scale (PSOC)
(Gibaud-Wallston & Wandersman, 1978), The Parenting Scale (Arnold, O'leary, Wolff, &
Acker, 1993), The Parent Problem Checklist (PPC) (Dadds & Powell, 1991), and The Parent
Involvement Measure.
At the end of the program, parents completed a social validity questionnaire to assess
parent satisfaction with the program. This questionnaire entailed five open-ended questions, and
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nine questions rated on a Likert Scale. The open-ended questions addressed parents’
observations on how the program influenced the family book-sharing practices, their plans on
whether to continue with the book-reading and their comments regarding the program content
and structure. The Likert scale items included questions related to parents’ understanding and
acceptability of the program and if the program implementation was feasible, and required
support in the family.
Materials
Each parent received eight books with embedded instructions on sticky notes, watched
three instructional videos illustrating text-to-life, explanatory, and interpretation
decontextualized language to use during book-sharing and used a mobile application,
WhatsApp®.
Examples of decontextualized language on sticky notes provided cues to parents to
initiate and expand book-related conversations (e.g., “Why do you think the whale came close to
the shore?”). These cues included each of the main decontextualized language types: text-to-life,
explanatory, and interpretation examples. Text-to-life talk included utterances related to
children’s background knowledge, or past or current experiences. Explanatory talk included
logical connections such as classifications, comparisons, explanations, and definitions.
Interpretation talk provided elaborated reasoning, predictions, and inferences related to stories.
Each book included four embedded instruction cues on sticky notes for each new strategy and
two for each of the previously taught strategies (see Table 6).
The first author and two research assistants (speech-language pathology undergraduate
students) evaluated 30 books with a level of difficulty scale developed by Schwarz et al. (2015).
This scale provides a way to systematically evaluate book difficulty on a four-level difficulty
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scale (easy, moderately easy, moderately difficult, and difficult). This system includes eight
items related to the amount of inference, the density of text/information, the familiarity of
activities, levels of illustration support, length of the book, and complexity of story structure,
language, and vocabulary. The 20 selected books include rich content with complex story
structure, higher levels of inferencing, complex language, complex vocabulary, and complex
plots that are familiar to preschoolers. The interrater agreement on the difficulty levels of these
books averaged 91.1 % (SD = 8.7). The books used in the study are listed in Appendix 4.
The current literature on parent training indicates promising evidence using mobile
technology-based platforms to overcome several barriers to face-to-face interventions,
particularly with fathers (McGoron & Ondersma, 2015; Tully et al., 2017). Thus, the booksharing program included three 3-4 minute long instructional videos. These videos were sent
using WhatsApp® before dyads started to practice each decontextualzied language strategy.
Each video included definitions and multiple illustrations of a decontextualized language type
modeled in dyadic mother-child and father-child conversations during storybook sharing. The
videos also included a brief demonstration of how to engage children in the book reading as well
as messages such as “You have the power to shape your child’s learning” to help parents to feel
empowered and responsible for their children’s learning.
Parent Reading Procedures
The duration of the book sharing program was seven weeks: one-week for establishing a
baseline, and six weeks of decontextualized language practice. The dyads practiced each of the
three decontextualized language strategies with two books, three times per book: two days with
cues and one day without cues.
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The interactions with families took place via WhatsApp®, with brief visits to their homes
or designated locations to pick up and drop off books. WhatsApp® is a mobile instant messaging
platform to exchange text messages, documents, images, video, group messages, and audio
messages through the internet (Church & de Oliveira, 2013). This mobile application requires
participants to have a smartphone and internet connection. During the book-sharing program,
WhatsApp® was used for several purposes such as research team-to-participant communication,
audio-video file exchanges, and daily reminders (e.g., “Today’s book is the Gruffalo! Enjoy your
book sharing time!”). Book-reading sessions took place at the dyad’s home. Daily reminders sent
by the research team encouraged parents to complete book readings.
Upon completion of the baseline sessions, parents received their first decontextualized
language strategy video via WhatsApp®. Parents were asked to inform researchers when they
had finished watching the instructional videos for fidelity purposes. Parents then read each book
two times; each book had four embedded decontextualized language cues on sticky notes (with
two additional language cues for the previously taught decontextualized language strategies,
when applicable). Before the third book reading, parents were asked to remove the sticky notes
and place them on the last page of the book. Implementation fidelity of sticky note removals was
ensured by parental verbal or written confirmation. The third book reading session served as a
generalization assessment, as parents were to use decontextualized language without any
example prompts. After completing two storybooks for the first decontextualized language
strategy, each new decontextualized language strategy phase started with a new decontextualized
language strategy instructional video and two storybooks with embedded text-cues. Parents
audio-recorded all book-sharing sessions through their cell phones and transmitted them to the
researcher through WhatsApp®.
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Experimental Design
A multiple baseline design across behaviors examined the relations between parent-child
interactions and the book reading program. This design is a rigorous method to systematically
evaluate program efficacy with non-reversible learning outcomes. One strength of this design is
the ability to judge experimental control based on multiple within- and between-subject
replications (Gast, Lloyd, & Ledford, 2014). Intervention commenced with the introduction of
the first decontextualized language strategy after the baseline observations of three book-sharing
sessions in which fathers and mothers performed a business-as-usual reading. Baseline
observations of the second and third decontextualized language strategies consisted of 9 and 15
book reading sessions, respectively, as dyads practiced book sharing with two books (6 sessions)
with the introduction of each decontextualized strategy. The order of introducing strategies was
counter-balanced among families. This design evaluated whether changes in decontextualized
language and dyadic language interaction occurred reliably when each strategy was introduced
(Smith, 2012). For each target strategy, each parent completed two reading sessions with sticky
note prompts and one generalization session without sticky note prompts per strategy; this was
repeated for two books. In total, six data points per decontextualized language strategy provided
multiple opportunities to investigate treatment effects. Three demonstrations of intervention
effects across the three behaviors for each dyad would qualify as strong evidence for
experimental control.
Data Collection and Coding
The parent-child extratextual conversations for each book-reading session were
transcribed verbatim. Utterances not related to the story or the conversations were excluded from
the transcription (e.g., brief interruptions to talk to another person). Utterances were coded as
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decontextualized language (e.g., text-to-life, explanatory, and interpretation) and context-bound
language utterances (e.g., book-related, transactional, and print-related). In addition, the dyadic
interaction was summarized based on the total number of parent-child utterances, the number of
child topic initiations, the number of conversational turns, the number of conversational
episodes, and conversational length. Table 6 and 7 present the operational definitions for each of
these categories.
Reliability
The first author conducted a transcription training session with three undergraduate
research assistants studying speech-language pathology. This training session included a brief
description of the study and transcription guidelines with multiple example transcriptions. After
completing the training session, the research assistants completed one transcription session and
were expected to demonstrate high transcription fidelity before being considered prepared to
transcribe for the study. The first author also provided one coding training of approximately onehour and several coding practice sessions to one research assistant. This training covered
decontextualized language definitions and illustrations as well as the use of a coding guide. Interrater reliability was monitored for at least 20% of the sessions for transcription and total data
coding.
Data Analysis
Descriptive statistics were used to summarize families’ home language practices and
fathers’ and mothers’ attitudes towards parenting.
Visual analysis of graphed data was used to evaluate functional relations between the
book reading program and parent-child decontextualized utterances and dyadic language
interaction. Level, trend, variability, the immediacy of the effect, overlap, and consistency of
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data in similar phases were judged, consistent with recommended four steps of visual analysis
(Clearinghouse, 2014; Gast & Spriggs, 2010). Tau-U effect size estimates were used to calculate
the extent of non-overlap in data between phases controlling for trends in the experimental
conditions (Parker, Vannest, Davis, & Sauber, 2011). The criterion for demonstrating
experimental effect required medium (.66 - .92) or large (.93 to higher) Tau-u effect size
estimates for each decontextualize language type (e.g., text-to life, explanatory, and
interpretation) (Parker, Vannest, Davis, & Sauber, 2011; Rakap, 2015). Thus, we calculated the
effect sizes for three behaviors during four father-child and mother-child book reading sessions.
This rich data source provided 24 potential replications of intervention effects for per child and
per parent.
Multilevel modeling (MLM) was used to further examine the intervention effect on
mothers’, fathers’, and children’s decontextualized language utterances. MLM was used to detect
any systematic contributions of mothers and fathers to their child decontextualized language
utterances during book-sharing. MLM is a promising approach in the analysis of single case
experimental design to examine the magnitude of the intervention effect and to estimate each
participant’s rate of acquisition across cases (Ferron, Bell, Hess, Rendina-Gobioff, & Hibbard,
2009; Ferron, Farmer, & Owens, 2010; Rindskopf & Ferron, 2014). Further, MLM enables
researchers to estimate whether the variation in growth can be explained by the characteristics of
the cases (Rindskopf & Ferron, 2014). The current study used the following equations to address
the intervention effect on parents, children as well as how differential mother and father
decontextualized language use explain the number of children’s decontextualized language
utterances.
The intervention effect on parents;
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Level1: Parentscoreti=  oi+ 1i (Treatment)ti+ 2i (Texttolife)ti+ 3i (Explanatory)ti+ 4i (Generaliza
tion)ti+eti
Level2: 0i = 00 +01 (Father)+u0i ; 1i = 10+11 (Father) ; 2i = 20  3i = 0  4i = 0i
The intervention effect on children;
Level1: Childscoreti=  oi+ 1i (Treatment)ti+ 2i (Texttolife)ti+ 3i (Explanatory)ti+ 4i (Generalizati
on)ti +eti
Level2: 0i = 00 +01 (Father)+ u0i ; 1i = 10 +11 (Father) ; 2i = 20  3i = 0  4i = 0i
The differential effect of mother and father decontextualized language use on child
decontextualized language utterances;
Level1: Childscoreti=  oi+  1i (Parentscore)ti+ 2i ( Treatment)ti + eti
Level2: 0i = 00 + u0i  1i = 10 +11 (Father) + u1i  2i = 20 + u2i
where t indexes time, i indexes family, Childscore represents child decontextualized
language use, Parentscore represents parent decontextualized language use, Treatment indicates
whether the intervention in baseline or experimental phase, Generalization represents
generalization sessions of the experimental phase and Father identifies whether the
decontextualized language use belongs to father (0) or mother (1). Kenward-Roger type
adjustment to degrees of freedom was used to handle variance and small sample size biases for
fixed effects in linear multilevel models (Kenward & Roger, 2009). The results of these analyses
demonstrated the overall intervention effect for mothers, fathers, and children, and how the
intervention effect on children can be explained by parent decontextualized language use.
A social validity analysis evaluated parental satisfaction with the program. The results of
the social-validity Likert scale were summarized descriptively. Qualitative data were open-coded
and categorized to further understand the essence of parental satisfaction.
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Results
Descriptive Information
Parents reported minimal home book-sharing practices at the initial meeting. Families 2,
3, and 4 reported one or two book-sharing occasion per a week with a few comments and
questions, and Family1 reported no book-sharing at all. In all families, mothers said that they
were more likely to engage in interaction with their children than the children’s fathers. Mothers
and fathers agreed that schoolwork and daily care were primarily the mothers' responsibility, and
fathers were mainly in charge of discipline and fun activities. According to parental reports on
co-parental conflicts related to child-rearing practices, within a single month, Families 3 and 4
experienced more than ten conflicts and Family 1 and 2 had two or three disagreements. The
Parenting Scale results indicated that Mother 1, Father 2, and Father 3 were more overreactive,
and Mother 1 and Father 3 were more permissive in dealing with child misbehaviors than the
other parents. The results of the Parenting Sense of Competence Scale demonstrated a slightly
smaller range of parenting competency scores among mothers compared to the fathers (MRange=
56-63, FRange= 48-62).
Visual Analysis
The visual analysis of experimental effects on the number of parent-child
decontextualized language utterances are presented in Figures 5-8. The y-axis of the graphs
ranges from 0 to 40 utterances (with the exception of two higher sessions noted in Figures 5 and
Figure 8). Closed symbols were used to denote sessions with text cues embedded in the books,
and open symbols denoted generalization sessions that took place without embedded text cues.
Baseline. Baseline phases of mothers and fathers included mostly contextualized and a
few decontextualized language utterances. The total number of decontextualized language
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utterances for all baseline phases of parents ranged from 0-10, again except for Family1 whose
baseline decontextualized utterances ranged between 2-24. Mother-child and father-child dyads
produced none to minimal text-to-life and explanatory decontextualized talk during baseline
phases. There were only three dyads with moderate to high rates of interpretation talk during
baseline (Father 1-Jim, Mother 1-Jim, Mother 3-Don).
Father-Child dyad treatment effects. Fathers and their children did not show reliable
changes in their production of contextualized language utterances across experimental phases. It
is worth noting that the number of contextualized language utterances of children roughly
mirrored the number of their fathers' contextualized utterances. In contrast, treatment effects of
each of the decontextualized strategies for fathers were quite evident for three of the fathers who
had very low baselines scores. In Figures 5-8, immediate increases are demonstrated for all
decontextualized language intervention phases of each of the fathers. It is noteworth that Jim’s
father demonstrated experimental effects albeit with some overlap for interpretation utterances
despite his high baseline rates of decontextualized strategies, especially for the number of
interpretation utterances (range = 1-23). One could note that all Father-Child dyads demonstrated
predictable decreases in the use of previously taught decontextualized language strategies
accompanying the introduction of new strategies. Generalization sessions typically were
consistent with the treatment sessions, with the exception of Joe’s father, who did not use
decontextualized strategies when the text cues were removed. Finally, the figures show a close
correspondence between the behavior changes in fathers and their children.
Mother-Child dyad treatment effects. As shown in Table 8, mother-child dyads
produced an inconsistent mean number of contextualized language utterances with an increasing
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trend across experimental phases. Mother 1-Jim was the only dyad who demonstrated gradual
decreases in the number of contextualized language utterances across phases.
Mother-child dyads with a low decontextualized language baseline utterances showed
substantial increases in the number of utterances during intervention phases with the
commencement of the book-reading intervention, which is evident in Figures 5-8. This
intervention effect was observed for all dyads, including for Mother 1-Jim who had a relatively
high interpretation baseline level of utterances (Range: 1-16).
With the commencement of each new strategy, mothers reduced their use of previously
taught decontextualized language strategies. Specifically, we observed consistent decreases in
the number of decontextualized language utterances during generalization sessions; this decrease
was particularly evident for Mother 4-Joe. As a result of such reductions in language utterances,
the data vary widely for utterances between mother-child dyads during intervention phases of the
program.
The data also reveal points of overlap, where the number of utterances during
intervention is the same as or less than the number of utterances during the baseline phase. For
mother-child dyads, there were typically 0-5 points of overlapping data. The exception is Mother
1 and Jim, who produced 6 and 10 overlapping data points, respectively.
Lastly, we observed that the number of child decontextualized utterances mirrored their
mother’s utterances. That is, decontextualized language strategy use increased when parents used
more of those strategies and decreased when parents used fewer of those strategies.
Tau-U Effect Size Index
The mean number of contextualized language utterances during baseline, intervention
and generalization sessions are presented in Table 8 with the Tau-U effect size estimates
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comparing baseline versus intervention phases and baseline versus generalization phases. Tau-U
indices were used to estimate effect size estimates of dyads' decontextualized language
utterances between phases as it accounts for both level changes as well as any positive baseline
trend (Parker et al., 2011). The effect size scores of Tau-U indices range from -1.0 to 1.0, and
can be interpreted using the following criteria: results of .93 or higher are large effects; .66 - .92
indicate medium to large effects; and less than .65 are considered weak effects (Parker et al.,
2011; Rakap, 2015).
Among 24 possible replications (three behaviors*eight parents) (see Table 9), the
intervention produced from baseline in fathers’ decontextualized language utterances that were
considered large effects and medium effects two times; and the intervention effect on mothers’
utterances was considered large seven times and medium five times. Compared to baseline
sessions, fathers’ generalization sessions resulted in large effect sizes seven times, medium effect
sizes two times and weak effects four times. Generalization effect size estimates for mothers
were large five times, medium four times and small three times.
We evaluated the effect of the intervention on child decontextualized language utterances
among 24 replications (three behaviors x four children x two parents). The intervention effect
was large during 12 intervention phases, medium during 8 intervention phases, and weak during
3 intervention phases. The intervention effect on child decontextualized language utterances
during generalization sessions was large for 10 sessions, medium for 5 sessions and weak for 8
sessions.
The intervention effect on child decontextualized language utterances during
generalization sessions were identical with their parents’ effect size estimates nine times, larger
than their parents’ four times and weaker than their parents’ ten times. Family4 demonstrated
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precipitous drops in generalization sessions in contrast to the other families. Among the three
decontextualized language strategies, a stronger intervention effect was observed for explanatory
utterances except for Mother 1 and Jim. Participants maintained or increased interpretation
utterances during generalization sessions except for Family4.
Multilevel Modeling
Multilevel modeling was used to investigate the effect of the intervention on child and
parent decontextualized language utterances. We used SAS ® software to evaluate the magnitude
of the intervention effect on children’s and parents’ decontextualized language utterances. Table
10 and Table 11 show the results of the these analysis steps, respectively. We further
investigated how differential decontextualized language contributions of mothers and fathers
could influence a child’s decontextualized language utterances, and presented the results of this
analysis in Table 8.
On average, children expressed 7.45 (t (6.94) = 7.56, p < .001) more decontextualized
language utterances during intervention phases compared to baseline sessions (See Table 6).
Children produced 2.26 fewer decontextualized language utterances during generalization
sessions than non-generalization intervention sessions (t (116) = -3.82, p < .001). When
comparing child utterances with their fathers versus mothers, children expressed 1.50 fewer
decontextualized language utterances in treatment sessions with their fathers and 0.92 fewer
utterances in baseline sessions with their fathers in comparation to mothers. Children uttered
significantly more Interpretation utterances than Text-to-Life and Explanatory utterances. The
variance of data points in the treatment phases was significantly higher than the variance in the
baseline phases. We controlled independency of error by including autoregression in the
analysis. During the baseline, there was less variability in the error terms with minimum
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autocorrelation (AR(1) = 0.028, p =.698). During the treatment phase, there was more variability
in the error terms with positive autocorrelation (AR(1) = 0.411, p < .001).
Mothers in treatment sessions produced a significantly higher number of
decontextualized language utterances than during the baseline sessions (B =10.90, t (6.39) =
7.94, p < .001) (See Table 7). Fathers, however, scored 1.98 utterances lower in treatment and
0.05 utterances lower during baseline sessions than the mothers, but difference in scores between
mothers and fathers was not significant in baseline (t (6.05) = -0.02, p = .983) or treatment
phases (t (9.17) = -0.80, p = .442). Parents’ generalization data included 4.09 fewer utterances
than the non-generalization sessions (t (167) = -5.04, p < .001). Parents, on average, produced a
significantly higher number of Interpretation utterances than Text-to-Life and Explanatory
utterances.
The overall intervention effect seems strong, but the confidence intervals are large for
subjects and sessions. Intervention sessions were more variable than baseline sessions. The
baseline phase produced small variance with minimal autocorrelation (AR(1) = 0.059, p =.414),
and the treatment phase produced higher variability with notable autocorrelation (AR(1) = 0.235,
p < .001).
The last model is a hybrid of the previous two models. The first model explains the effect
of the treatment on children’s utterances. The second model explains the effects of the treatment
on parents’ utterances. Model three (see Table 12) adds the number of utterances produced by
the parents as a predictor for the number of child utterances. With this model, we investigated the
effects of differential decontextualized language contributions of mothers and fathers on
children’s decontextualized language utterances. The results of this model indicated a 1.187
increase in the number of decontextualized language utterances during intervention sessions
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instead of a treatment effect of 10.8 increase on child utterances as in the results of Model 1 (see
Table 6). This reduction was mainly because of the significant effect of the parents’
decontextualized language utterances on children’s decontextualized language utterances.
Children produced 0.64 decontextualized language utterance for every one unit of maternal
decontextualized language utterance and 0.50 utterances for every one unit of paternal
decontextualized language contribution. These results indicate that the treatment may only be
having an indirect effect on children’s utterances. Put another way, the treatment did not directly
increase child utterances, but instead, increased mother and father utterances, which in turn
amplified the magnitude of the effects on children’s utterances.
There does not seem to be an interaction effect between a parent’s number of
decontextualized language utterances and treatment effect, signifying that children respond to
their parents similarly during both their baseline and treatment phases. In other words, the
magnitude of parent decontextualized utterances is functionally related to the number of a child’s
decontextualized language utterances regardless of the baseline or treatment book reading
sessions. This model was run without concern for decontextualized language type fixed effects
because it was not relevant to the research question for this model.
Intervention Effect on Dyadic Interaction Indicators
Average numbers of dyadic interactions during baseline, intervention, and generalization
phases and Tau-U effect size estimates of baseline-intervention and baseline-generalization
phases are presented for each dyad in Table 13.
Dyads demonstrated increases in total utterances with large effect sizes four times, and
medium effect size two times, and weak effect sizes two times. Only the Mother 1-Jim dyad
gradually reduced their total number of utterances across phases. Total utterances during
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generalization sessions were smaller than during intervention sessions. Dyads demonstrated one
large effect size, three medium effect sizes, and four small effect sizes. Children notably reduced
their topic initiations during intervention sessions compared to baseline sessions. These
initiations slightly increased in generalization sessions except for Ann, who initiated a similar
amount of conversations in the baseline, intervention, and generalization sessions.
Changes in dyadic conversational turns showed large effect sizes for four dyads, medium
effect sizes for three dyads and weak effect sizes for one dyad. The intervention effect on dyadic
conversational turns was smaller during generalization sessions of all dyads. Particularly, Mother
4 -Joe regressed close to baseline levels.
The number of dyadic conversational episodes changed minimally producing small effect
sizes for both intervention and generalization sessions. Only Mother 4-Joe returned to the
baseline level. All dyads increased the length of their conversations in intervention sessions with
five large, two medium, and one small effect sizes. Conversational length of dyads during
generalization sessions included three large, one medium and four weak effect sizes.
Social Validity
Social validity results are based on the eight parents’ responses to the consumer
satisfaction scale and five open-ended questions regarding their perceptions and observations of
changes in their family’s book-sharing practices resulting from the intervention.
Parents rated their satisfaction with the program structure, delivery, and implementation
on a 5-point Likert scale. They strongly agreed that they were motivated to try the program (M =
4.8, SD = 0.4), understood program implementation steps (M = 4.9, SD = 0.4) and thought that
this intervention was a good way to support language learning (M = 4.9, SD = 0.4). They shared
that the amount of time required to use the program was reasonable (M = 4.8, SD = 0.8), and
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parents could implement it as frequently as desired (M = 4.8, SD = 0.4). Mothers and fathers
mostly agreed that the program was an effective way to address a number of book-readingrelated issues (M = 4.5, SD = 0.8); however, it may require support from the partner (M = 4.5,
SD = 0.5). Participants also agreed that the program directions were clear to them (M = 4.4, SD
= 0.8).
Qualitative data were first organized with open coding in the Atlas. ti 8@ program.
Open-coding resulted in 35 codes. These codes were summarized into three topics.
The first topic was about parent observations on child behavior during the program.
Parents reported 12 times that they observed their children being excited about and encouraging
book-reading, “Don seemed excited to read with mom and dad. Don enjoyed getting new books
each week. Don seems to ask more questions and think more with the readings.(Mother 3)” Two
parents shared that their children initiated book sharing more frequently. Three parents
mentioned that the program helped their children pay more attention to the stories and ask more
questions about them. Father 1 shared that he observed his child improving his grammar use
during the program.
The second topic included parent observations about the effects of the program on their
partners and family life. Nine parent statements indicated partner enjoyment and encouragement
for book sharing sessions. There were three observations about increased partner knowledge
about book reading. They mentioned three times how the book-sharing activity helped them
bond with their children. Father 1 mentioned that the program helped his partner to better engage
with their child. Mother 2 shared that her partner started conversations related to his experience
with book-sharing, “My husband and daughter had great fun together while reading. He had
stories to tell me about his experiences with it”(Mother 2).
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The third topic included parent observations about the program functionality and
structure. Parents mentioned seven times how they enjoyed and learned from reading various
children’s books and from practicing program recommended strategies. Parents reported their
plans to continue regular book-sharings eight times. Father 1 stated that “He wishes every parent
had access to a program such as this” because “it gives him the books, the frequency, and
advises him how to read to his son,” hence the program “simplifies everything” for him.
However, the frequency of book reading was challenging for Mother 1, Mother 3, and Mother 4.
Also, Mother 1 and Father 1 recommended excluding two books (A Fly Went By and Stick Man)
from the program due to their length and content.
Discussion
All participants of the current study increased their use of decontextualized language
utterances during the book sharing intervention program. The increases in the number of
decontextualized language utterances were evaluated in relation to predictable and functional
effects of the intervention. The effect of the intervention was demonstrated for 45 of 48 possible
replications. Among these replications, 60.42% indicated large effect sizes and 33.3% indicated
medium effect sizes. The mothers and fathers increased their use of decontextualized language
utterances during book reading sessions when text cues were embedded into storybooks. Such an
increase was replicated in fathers and mothers learning all three decontextualized language types.
The number of decontextualized language utterances during generalization sessions (when
embedded text cues were removed from the storybooks) was largely consistent with treatment
sessions except for Joe’s family who demonstrated drastic reductions. In line with the results of
previous studies (Morgan & Goldstein, 2004; Seven & Goldstein, 2019), our visual analysis
indicated that children’s decontextualized language utterances mostly mirrored their parents’
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increased use of decontextualized language strategies during the intervention and generalization
phases.
Baseline Performance
Participants of the current study produced some extratextual conversations during the
baseline phase. These extratextual conversations included both contextualized and
decontextualized utterances. Evaluation of participants’ baseline contextualized and
decontextualized language utterances is particularly revealing in explaining the weak effects of
the intervention on Family1’s performance because they demonstrated high rates of extratextual
conversations during the baseline phase, especially Father 1 and Jim who produced high levels of
interpretation talk and Mother 1 and Jim who produced high levels of contextualized talk.
Unlike the fathers who participated in the Seven and Goldstein (2019) study, fathers who
participated in the current study failed to replace contextualized language utterances with
decontextualized utterances. Fathers in the current study mostly maintained their level and
variation of contextualized language utterances with highly overlapping data points from the
baseline phase throughout subsequent phases. Three mothers in the current study produced more
contextualized language utterances during the intervention phase. This result is consistent with
previous studies conducted with mothers (Hockenberger et al., 1999; Morgan & Goldstein,
2004).
We observed that baseline phases of all dyads included three patterns of decontextualized
language utterances. Among the 24 graphs of baseline across behaviors and parents, dyads
produced almost no decontextualized language in 11 cases, minimal decontextualized language
in 10 cases, and notable rates of decontextualized language use in 3 cases. The explanatory and
text-to-life utterances were rarely produced during the baseline phase. We only witnessed high
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rates of decontextualized language use during the interpretation baseline phase. These results
were generally consistent with the results of previous studies (Hockenberger et al., 1999; Morgan
& Goldstein, 2004; Seven & Goldstein, 2019) except in the three cases of high rates of
interpretation utterances during the baseline phase. Baseline interpretation utterances are
illustrated in the following examples.
Jim: Why the mouse was bad?
Father 1: The mouse is trying to scare the
Gruffalo because he doesn't want to be eaten
by the Gruffalo.
Jim: Oh!
Father 1: Because now the Gruffalo is going
to eat the mouse. Does that make sense?
Jim: Mm.

Jim: But for why he is crying?
Mother 1: She is crying.
Jim: Oh!
Joe: And… Why is the rhino here so pink?
Father 4: That’s how he is like.
Joe: Mommy, why he was rooted?
Mother 4: Because he was kind of confused.
And scared, a little bit.
Children typically initiated decontextualized language talk during the baseline phase. In

particular, Jim and Joe initiated higher rates of interpretation baseline utterances than their
parents. Although Jim’s father was able to respond to these initiations, Jim’s mother and Joe’s
parents were less likely to respond and extend these initiations into conversations with
interpretation talk.
Intervention Effects on Parent-Child Decontextualized Language
Consistent with the results of previous studies (Hockenberger et al., 1999; Morgan &
Goldstein, 2004; Seven & Goldstein, 2019), the book-reading intervention program significantly
enhanced paternal, maternal, and child decontextualized language use. MLM results and Tau-U
effect size estimates indicated that the magnitude of the intervention effect, on average, was
smaller for children than for their parents. Note that the intervention was directly provided to the
parents who interacted with their children. In line with our results, Roberts and Kaiser (2011)
found slightly smaller effect size estimates when parents implemented the interventions despite
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evidence indicating no significant differences in child language outcomes observed in parentversus therapist-delivered language intervention programs. One explanation of this small
reduction in effect size estimates could be the diversity of parents. Parents’ unique characteristics
could influence the magnitude of effects on child language outcome scores during naturalistic
language intervention programs as indicated in other descriptive studies (Rowe, Pan, & Ayoub,
2005; Tamis-LeMonda & Rodriguez, 2008). For example, Family 4 parents who experienced
family issues during the book-sharing program dropped the decontextualized language utterances
in the generalization sessions. Further research is needed to investigate the effects of parent
characteristics on implementation of early language intervention programs.
Upon introduction of a new strategy (e.g., text-to-life, explanatory, or interpretation), the
use of previously taught strategies decreased predictably despite presenting parents two text cues
for each previously trained strategy. One plausible explanation for this replicated reduction in
prior strategies could be the state of disequilibrium in learning (Carey, 1985; Piaget, 1950).
According to Piaget, disequilibrium occurs when learners encounter novel information which
does not fit into their previously established schema. In other words, as our participants focused
on learning and implementing each new strategy, they temporarily decreased their use of
previously learned strategies until all strategies were mastered, and a state of equilibrium was
reached. Hence, precipitous declines in the use of previously learned strategies upon introducing
novel strategies could be a result of this expected learning process.
Within case variations in the number of decontextualized language utterances observed
during the treatment phases were notably larger than during the baseline phases. Despite
standardized delivery of the intervention program, parents individual characteristics such as
parenting knowledge, education level, parental view on learning and parenting, parental stress,
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household stability, and disorganization might influence how parents would implement the
program (Carta, 2018; Hammett et al., 2003; Rowe, 2018; Vernon-Feagans, Garrett-Peters,
Willoughby, Mills-Koonce, & Investigators, 2012). In addition to the variations in parental
characteristics, contextual factors including child or parent interest in the book, the events that
occur before and after book-sharing sessions, and the book-related factors such as content,
complexity, and structure of the stories (Haden, Reese, & Fivush, 1996; Nyhout & O’Neill,
2013; Price, Kleeck, & Huberty, 2009) could affect the amount of extratextual talk during
parent-child book-sharing. Our descriptive data reveals one such parenting factor: mothers feel
more confident in parenting. Mothers in our study reported that they spend more time with their
children and engage more in schoolwork and daily care activities than their children’s fathers
who primarily engage in discipline and fun activities. In summary, a wide variety of factors
related to book-sharing context and parents’ parenting practices could affect the number of
decontextualized language utterances when parents are prompted with text-cues.
Generalization Phase
Participants of the current study mostly decreased the number of decontextualized
language utterances during the generalization phase compared to non-generalization intervention
phases. This drop was larger for parents than for the children. Particularly, Mother 4 and Father 4
produced almost no decontextualized language utterances during the generalization phase. Note
that this family experienced struggles in their private life throughout the book sharing program,
which resulted in limited concentration on the program implementation, and father’s drop-out
from the program. One plausible explanation of the considerable reduction could be the parents’
need for consistent prompts to produce extra-textual talk during book-sharing. This finding
illuminates how many parents could benefit more from explicit instruction and guidance in early
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intervention programs. Substantial evidence indicates the importance of teaching preschool
children with explicit instruction to boost their language skills (Beck, McKeown, & Kucan,
2002; Marulis & Neuman, 2013). Consistent with the findings of explicit language instruction to
young children, it seems like parents could better engage in extratextual talk during book sharing
when they are explicitly prompted with readily incorporated text-cues.
Differential Effects of Mothers and Fathers
There was a significant difference in the number of decontextualized language utterances
that children used when responding to their mothers as opposed to their fathers. Children
produced a slightly, but significantly higher number of decontextualized language utterances
with their mothers than with their fathers. Mothers in our study produced more utterances than
their male counterparts. As a result, children demonstrated more decontextualized language
utterances associated with maternal decontextualized language utterances than with paternal
decontextualized language utterances. One conceivable explanation of this difference might be
that mothers attempt to ensure child comprehension by elaborating embedded questions and
providing answers. We observed that fathers engaged in fewer attempts to maintain instructional
conversations. It is possible that mothers and fathers engage in conversation with their children
with different goals or have different communication styles, as described in the bridge theory
(Gleason, 1975). The bridge theory claims that unlike mothers’ nurturing language (e.g.,
motherese (Hayes & Ahrens, 1988)), fathers provide children with opportunities to practice
“outside language.” Outside language features fewer repetitions and elaborations, which in turn
provides children with fewer opportunities to respond. Examples of distinctly different maternal
and paternal communication styles are consistent with the explanation:
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Mother 4. How did panda feel when the kitten
jumped onto his leap?
Joe. Because this is their babies…
Mother 4. Do you think panda felt sad when
the kitten got there?
Joe. They imagined that?
Mother 4. I know. But how do you think the
panda felt? Did he feel sad? or was happy?
Joe. She was sad because she wanted to have
a baby?
Mother 4. Okay, and then she found a little
kitten. Then what happened? Was she sad or
happy?
Joe. Happy!
Mother 4. Good job!

Father 4. How would you feel if you were
away from your family?
Joe. I would be sad. I would cry, and I would
come back to my family.
Father 4. Okay

Dyadic Interactions
Parental responses to child topic initiations in baseline sessions resulted in few
conversational turns, conversational episodes, and total number of utterances, except for Family1
with moderate to high rates of dyadic interaction. We observed notable changes in dyadic
interaction from baseline to treatment and treatment to generalization phases. For example, the
introduction of the treatment phase resulted in considerable increases in the total number of
utterances, conversational length, and conversational turns (except for Mother 1, who
experienced decreases for these three indicators). Children consistently reduced their topic
initiations during the treatment phase. The generalization phase mostly included reductions in
dyadic interaction, except for slightly increased child topic initiations. However, dyads
demonstrated negligible variations with small effect sizes in the number of conversational
episodes from baseline to treatment, and from treatment to generalization phases of the program.
The difference in the mother-child and father-child communication patterns also was
evident in the dyadic interaction results. During the intervention sessions of all families except
for Family1, mothers produced a higher total number of utterances, conversational turns, and
conversational episodes than fathers. These results overlap with the results of previous studies
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that indicated a higher number of utterances produced by mothers than fathers during free play
(Pancsofar & Vernon-Feagans, 2006) and picture book-sharing contexts (Duursma, 2016).
Fathers’ and Mothers’ Satisfaction with the Book-Sharing Program
Overall, parents were satisfied with the intervention program. Our social validity results
indicate that parents found the program content, structure, and implementation steps useful and
effective. Several parents mentioned that implementation of the program might be further
improved with increased support from their partners. This result was in line with the results of
previous research (Seven & Goldstein, 2019) in which participants reported the need for partner
support for program implementation. The future implementation of the book-sharing intervention
program could try to facilitate partner support by providing parents with communication training
to encourage discussion of each partner’s needs and expectations before the onset of the program
implementation.
Our social validity results indicate high parental satisfaction with a program delivery
structure that features three behavior change techniques: receiving pre-packaged book-sharing
program that simplifies parent-implementation, instructional video modeling, and encouragement
through text messages. Parents in our study verbally indicated their satisfaction with the changes
in family relations, encouraging text messages, and online video-modeling.
Parental satisfaction in our study could be explained by the use of techniques that provide
various services to meet the parental needs for better program implementation. For example,
evaluating parent engagement levels in a 15-week book-sharing literacy intervention program,
Justice, Chen, Jiang, Tambyraja, and Logan (2019); Justice, Chen, Tambyraja, and Logan (2018)
found a positive influence of reward and encouragement, and a negative influence of modeling
and feedback techniques on parent program implementation. Coupled with the evidence
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indicating the role of cellular technology and video modeling on program effectiveness
(Bigelow, Carta, & Burke Lefever, 2008; Carta, Lefever, Bigelow, Borkowski, & Warren, 2013),
it is no surprise that the three behavior change techniques used in our program were embraced by
our participants. The use of these techniques coupled with manageable chunks of explicit cueing
information produced higher use of decontextualized language utterances during book sharing.
A recent systematic review of the language interventions implemented by caregivers revealed a
knowledge void on the implementation of effective parent engagement techniques (Biel et al.,
2019). Their analysis revealed that of approximately 140 intervention studies reviewed, 95%
shared information directly, 80% used modeling, 65% provided feedback, and 18% incorporated
prompting. Considering reported moderate effect size estimates of parent-child book-sharing
intervention studies with dialogic reading (Bus et al., 1995; Mol et al., 2008), can language
intervention programs increase effectiveness by incorporating efficient behavior change
techniques? To answer this question, we need more studies systematically evaluating the types of
behavior change techniques that increase parental engagement with book-sharing intervention
programs.
Limitations and Future Directions
The current study was conducted with a small sample of families that helped us closely
monitor the effects of a book-reading program on decontextualized language outcomes for low
SES participants. Single-subject experimental design studies can help iteratively develop
effective intervention programs before scaling up the studies. However, future research is needed
to investigate the optimal dosage of intervention needed to maintain program effectiveness. Far
transfer of parents’ increased decontextualized language utterances can be investigated in a
future study when parents share storybooks without text-cues. Longitudinal research will be
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needed to evaluate what strategies are required to encourage parents to maintain their use of
decontextualized language and shared book reading.
Future studies should be conducted with randomized trial experimental designs to
investigate the effects of the program on a larger sample of families from different SES
households. This way, we can both scale up the program implementation and investigate the
effects of the program on participants with various characteristics. A systematic analysis of
decontextualized language strategies coupled with high implementation fidelity could help us
understand effective ways of supporting the language contributions of low-SES mothers and
fathers. This would, in turn, improve the language development of children from low-SES
households.
Conclusion
By replicating the results of previous studies (Morgan & Goldstein, 2004; Seven &
Goldstein, 2019), the current study provides evidence for a home-based, easy-to-access, highlyfeasible book-sharing program that “simplifies everything” (Father 1) for parents.
A recent study (Logan, Justice, Yumuş, & Chaparro-Moreno, 2019) suggested five
picture book sharing activities per day during the first five years of life would reduce the 30
million word gap, with exposure to approximately 1,500,000 additional vocabulary words.
However, reading this many books during the first five years of life is almost impossible for
several families who live in lower-SES households with an inadequate number of books
(Neuman & Celano, 2001; Neuman & Moland, 2016), insufficient time and other SES-related
barriers (Conger, Conger, & Martin, 2010) impede them from engaging in book sharing
activities. Beyond insufficient resources, as indicated in our studies, it seems unlikely that
parents would provide high-quality extra-textual language forms without explicit instruction and
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guidance. The current study illustrates a feasible, adaptable way of promoting home language
environments that yield engaging extra-textual conversations in meaningful book-reading
contexts.
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Table 5. Demographic features of the study 2 participants
Family 1
Family 2
Family 3
Age (Child)
52 months
56 months
55 months
Gender (Child)
Male
Female
Male
Father
College Degree
High School
High School
Education
Mother
Associate
High School
Associate
Education
Degree
Degree
Family Income
$21,000$33,000$30,000$24,000
$36,000
$33,000
Marital Status
Married
Married
Married
# of Children &
3
5
4
Adults at Home
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Family 4
57 months
Male
High School
College Degree
$33,000-$36,000
Divorced
4

Table 6. Decontextualized and contextualized language coding definitions and examples
Coding Units
Text-to-life

Explanatory

Interpretation

Book-related

Print-related
Transactional

Definitions

Examples

Decontextualized Language Categories
Text-to-life talk includes comments and
“You also have a green shirt,
questions referring to the child’s
don’t you?”
experience such as past and future events “We saw a big puppy on the
as well as people, places and things that
street.”
are removed from the context.
“The puppy dances like you
danced on the stage.”
The explanatory talk includes novel
“A ballerina is a woman who
information such as definitions,
dances ballet.”
classifications, and comparisons for
“Flower is a type of plant.”
instruction purposes.
“Plants cannot walk, but animals
and humans can walk.”
Interpretation talk includes predictions,
“What do you think the puppy is
comments, questions, reasoning and
going to do next?”
inferences on people, actions, events, and “I wonder if the puppy is
emotions.
happy.”
“Why do you think the puppy is
unhappy?”
Contextualized Language Categories
The book-related talk includes comments “Find the puppy.”
and questions to point, label and locate
“Look how the puppy is happy.”
an object or character in the book.
“The puppy seems to have fun.”
The print-related talk includes comments “Do you know what is written
and questions about the print in the book. here? Let’s read it together!”
The comments and saying to maintain the “That’s right!”
fluency of the interaction.
“Tell me more about the puppy.”
“What do you mean?”
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Table 7. Definitions of dyadic interaction indicators
Dyadic Interaction indicators
Total utterance Total number of utterances produced by mothers, fathers and their children
Child Topic
Initiations

Conversational
Turns

Child interaction initiations after a portion of the book were read or a new
topic is introduced by the child. Child interrupts the book reading to ask a
question, make a request, or make a comment. Each new initiation is either a
distinct topic shift or a portion of the book following a 3 second silence
period.
The number of father, mother and child utterances without a three seconds
silence breaks in a conversational episode.

Conversational
Episodes

The total number of sequential conversations involving at least one turn by
the father and one by the child. Three seconds of silence or a novel topic are
counted as the beginning of a new conversational episode.

Conversational
Length

The number of conversational turns in each conversational episode.
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Table 8. Average (SD) number of contextualized language utterances per phase and Tau-U effect
Baseline (B)
Jim
24 (5.2)
Father 1 20 (7.8)
Jim
52.7 (14.3)
Mother 1 85.3 (28.1)

Intervention (I)
22.5 (11.2)
24 (13.9)
32.3 (15.3)
50.1 (21.3)

Generalization (G)
20.7 (7.3)
24.2 (10.3)
24.5 (6.1)
36.3 (5.7)

Tau-U B-I1
-0.33
0.11
-1*
-1*

Tau-U B-G2
-0.28
0.17
-0.69
-0.61

Ann
Father 2
Ann
Mother 2

6.3 (2.8)
7.6 (1.5)
17.7 (11)
14.7 (7.5)

5.3 (3.2)
5.2 (2.9)
22.6 (11.2)
24.9 (10.2)

5 (5.0)
5.2 (4.5)
20 (11.5)
20.8 (13.6)

-0.33
-0.67
0.11
0.33

-0.22
-0.56
0.18
0.58

Don
Father 3
Don
Mother 3

14.7 (9.3)
10.3 (5.1)
8 (4.4)
7.7 (4.0)

12.4 (7.7)
8.6 (4.8)
12.1 (6.7)
11.1 (5.5)

12.2 (2.5)
10.7 (5.3)
13.5 (7.4)
8 (2.3)

0.00
0.11
0.50
-0.11

-0.07
-0.28
0.36
0.51

Joe
10 (4.4)
9.4 (7.6)
6.3 (7.1)
0.08
0.15
Father 4 7 (4)
7.8 (7.5)
7.5 (7.5)
0.50
0.26
Joe
13.7 (7.1)
22.5 (10.8)
8.2 (6.6)
-0.56
0.50
Mother 4 10 (3.5)
22.6 (8.9)
12.3 (13.7)
-0.06
0.94*
* p < .05, ** p < .01
1
B-I represents the intervention effect between baseline to intervention phases.
2
B-G represents the intervention effect between baseline to generalization phases.
size estimates for each parent-child dyad
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Table 9. Tau-U effect sizes for each parent-child dyad
Text-to-Life Text-to-Life Explanatory Explanatory
B-I1
B-G2
B-I
B-G
Jim
0.75
1.00**
1.0**
1.00**
Father 1 0.83*
1.00*
1.0**
1.00**
Jim
0.75
0.83*
0.38
0.33
Mother 1 0.89*
0.83
0.68*
0.56

Interpretation
B-I
0.70*
0.78*
0.38
0.87**

Interpretation
B-G
0.93**
0.80
0.73
0.97*

Ann
Father 2
Ann
Mother 2

0.92*
1.00**
0.85*
0.82*

1.00*
1.00*
0.78
0.78

1.00**
1.00**
1.00**
1.00**

0.97*
1.00*
1.00*
1.00*

0.96**
1.00**
0.94**
1.00**

0.92*
0.94**
0.94*
0.94*

Don
Father 3
Don
Mother 3

1.0**
0.99**
0.95**
0.92**

0.75*
0.72*
0.50
0.75*

0.92*
1.0**
0.91*
1.0*

1.00*
1.00*
1.00*
0.83*

0.80*
1.00**
0.91*
0.93*

1.00*
1.00*
0.51
1.00*

Joe
1.0
1.0**
0.28
0.56
0.00
Father 4 1.0
1.0**
0.44
0.96*
0.17
Joe
1.0**
0.60
0.97**
-0.28
0.94
-0.44
Mother 4 1.0**
0.93*
1.0**
-0.56
1.0**
0.00
* p < .05, ** p < .01
Note: “B” denotes the first three baseline phase, “I” denotes the phase after initial intervention
commenced, and “G” denotes generalization phase during the treatment conditions.
1
B-I represents the intervention effect between baseline to intervention phases.
2
B-G represents the intervention effect between baseline to generalization phases.
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Table 10. The output of MLM table estimating intervention effects on child decontextualized
utterances
Parameter
Estimate SE
df
t
Sig
LBound UBound
Intercept
4.023
0.817
4.46
4.92
.006** 1.842
6.203
Baseline*Father
-0.919 0.334
84.4
-2.75
.007** -1.583 -0.255
Treatment
7.449
0.985
6.94
7.56
.000*** 5.115
9.784
Treatment*Father
-1.498 1.026
93.9
-1.46
.148
-3.536 0.539
Generalization
-2.260 0.592
166
-3.82
.000*** -3.428 -1.091
Text-to-life
-2.044 0.437
.000*** -2.913 -1.176
[Ref=Interpretation]
88.3
-4.68
Explanatory
-2.178 0.406
.000*** -2.985 -1.369
[Ref= Interpretation]
85.5
-5.36
Variance Estimates
Intercept
1.632
1.926
.199
Variance in Baseline
5.711
0.563
.000***
AR in Baseline
0.028
0.071
.698
Variance in Treatment
38.99
4.114
.000***
AR in Treatment
0.411
0.060
.000***
* p > .05, ** p > .01, *** p > .001

101

Table 11. The output of MLM table estimating Intervention effects on parent decontextualized
utterances
Parameter
Estimate
Intercept
3.134
Baseline*Father
-0.049
Treatment
10.899
Treatment*Father
-1.980
Generalization
-4.095
Text-to-life
[Ref=Interpretation] -1.863
Explanatory
[Ref= Interpretation] -1.508
Variance Estimates
Intercept
7.385
Variance in Baseline 6.906
AR in Baseline
0.059
Variance in Treatment 52.87
AR in Treatment
0.235
* p > .05 ** p > .01 *** p > .001

SE
1.597
2.232
1.373
2.465
0.813

df
6.34
6.05
6.39
9.17
167

t
1.96
-0.02
7.94
-0.80
-5.04

Sig
.009
.983
.000
.442
.000

LBound
-0.724
-6.183
7.589
-7.541
-5.6.99

UBound
6.992
6.060
14.209
3.582
-2.491

0.481
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-3.87

.000

-2.817

-0.908

0.450

95.8

-3.35

.001

-2.402

-0.615

5.240
0.690
0.071
5.086
0.065

.079
.000***
.414
.000***
.000***
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Table 12. The output of fixed effects table estimating intervention effects of differential
decontextualized language contributions of mothers and fathers on the child decontextualized
language utterances
Estimate
Parameter
1.080
Intercept
Treatment
1.187
0.636
Parent Score
-0.135
Parent Score*Father
Parent Score*Treatment
-0.006
* p > .05 ** p > .01 *** p > .001

Std. Error df
0.576
4.97
0.834
4.12
0.053
295
0.037
282
0.057
365
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t
1.88
1.42
11.84
-3.62
011

Sig.
.120
.226
.000
.000
.912

LBound
-0.402
-1.101
0.530
-0.208
-0.105

UBound
2.563
3.476
0.741
-0.062
0.117

Table 13. Averaged dyadic interaction indicators per phase with Tau-U effect size estimates
Child’s Topic
Initiations

Total Utterances
B
Father 1Jim
Mother 1Jim
Father 2Ann
Mother 2Ann
Father 3Don
Mother 3Don
Father 4Joe
Mother 4Joe

TauUB-I

TauUB-G

Conversational
Length
Tau- TauUB-I UB-G

B

I

20.3

21.1 17.0 -0.08 -0.33

3.3

6.0

-1.00*

46.7

30.4 24.8 -0.39 -0.47 3.76 4.00 3.66 0.22

0.20

30.0 20.2 1.00**

0.28

7.7

10.3 11.0 0.42

0.28

2.0

4.3

2.9 0.83*

0.50

28.7 80.7 62.0 0.82*

0.56

18.7

23.2 21.3 0.15

0.17

2.3

4.5

4.2 0.94** 0.86

B

I

15.0

4.3

3.5 -0.86* -1.00*

49.7 94.4 87.0 0.89* 1.00*

155.7 121.8 89.2

-0.80

14.7

7.2

8.0

-0.69

-0.47

111.3

29.5 1.00** 0.89*

4.00

3.3

5.3

-0.14

0.17

9.7

0.03

-0.17
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G

Tau- Tau-UBUB-I
G

65.7 120.1 114.7 0.94* 0.89*
-0.44

G

Tau- Tau-UBUB-I
G

I

40.3

G

Conversational
Episodes

B

14.7

I

Conversational
Turns

59.7 -0.47

B

I

G

G

TauUB-I

TauUB-G

8.6 1.00** 1.00*

38.0 107.5 85.5

0.76

0.56

11.3 12.8

9.8

27.3

48.8

55.5

0.64

0.67

12.0

4.6

5.0 -0.78* -0.94*

17.0 38.5 46.0

0.78

0.89*

11.0

10.0 10.2 -0.22 -0.23

2.3

5.2

5.5 1.00** 1.00*

25.0

63.7

60.7

1.00* 1.00*

6.7

2.9

4.5

-0.58

-0.39

13.7 47.0 45.7 0.94*

1.00*

12.0

14.5 12.3 0.27 -0.33

2.1

4.5

5.0 1.00*

24.0

48.3

33.0

0.78

11.0

5.2

6.0

-0.52

-0.42

11.7 35.8 17.0 0.93*

0.08

12.7

0.50

1.00*

14.0 10.3 0.11 -0.33 1.9 3.5 3.2 0.74
0.33
-0.56
35.0 123.6 38.3 1.00** -0.22 12.3 5.3 3.8 -0.92* -1.00* 20.3 102.5 26.0 1.00** -0.22
13.7 17.5 9.7 0.50
2.6 7.1 3.3 1.00** -0.11
48.1 84.3 63.3
10.8 5.7 5.7
32.8 64.8 45.5
17.8 17.6 14.6
2.5 4.9 4.5
M (SD)
(43.1) (34.8) (28.6)
(3.5) (2.9) (2.0)
(32.0) (27.9) (22.4)
(11.5) (6.5) (5.4)
(0.6) (1.1) (1.8)
Note: B denotes the first three baseline phase, “I” denotes the phase after initial intervention commenced, and G denotes generalization phase during the treatment conditions.
* p < .05, ** p < .01
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42

Figure 5. Total number of decontextualized utterances produced by Father 1-Jim and Mother 1-Jim. Large open symbols denote
generalization sessions
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Figure 6. Total number of decontextualized utterances produced by Father 2-Ann and Mother 2-Ann. Large open symbols denote
generalization sessions
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Figure 7.Total number of decontextualized utterances produced by Father 3-Don and Mother 3-Don. Large open symbols denote
generalization sessions

107

57

Figure 8. Total number of decontextualized utterances produced by Father 4-Joe and Mother 4-Joe. Large open symbols denote
generalization sessions
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Appendix 1. Preferences survey
Preferences & Availability Survey

These questions will help us learn about you and your child’s preferences and availability.
Thanks very much for your time and your help!

1. Parent Name:___________________

Child Name : _______________________

2. What is the best method to reach you? (Please circle)
Text Message

Phone Call

E-mail

Please provide the chosen contact information:
______________________________________________________________________
3. When is the best time to send text-reminders?
______________________________________________________________________
4. Where is the best and most convenient location to deliver and pick up the books?
(Please include address)
______________________________________________________________________
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Appendix 2. Demographic questionnaire
Parent-Child Demographic Questionnaire

These questions will help us learn about you and your child’s demographics. Thanks very much
for your time and your help!
1. Your child’s birth date: ____/_____/_______
2. Your child’s gender: Boy 

Girl 

3. Does your child have any identified delay or disability?
 Yes

 No

If “Yes”, please indicate the delay and disability
___________________________________________________
4. What is the highest level of education that you have completed?
 Elementary school
 Middle School
 High school diploma

 Associate degree (AA)

 College degree (BA/BS)

 Graduate degree

5. Please indicate the number of people who live in your home:
Number of children (under the age of 18)

__________

Number of adults (18 or older)

__________

6. What languages are spoken at home?
 English only
Another language__________
7. Please check the amount that best describes the income for your household last year
(2015). This would include salaries of any people in your household who work.
 Less than $4,000

 $12,000 – $14,999

 $24,000 – $26,999

 $4,000 – $6,999

 $15,000 – $17,999

 $27,000 – $29,999

 $7,000 – $9,999

 $18,000 – $20,999

 $30,000 – $32,999

 $10,000 – $12,999

 $21,000 – $23,999

 $33,000 or more
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Appendix 3. Home language practices survey
Home Language Practices Questionnaire
These questions will help us learn about the book sharing activity that you may have with your
child at home. Thanks very much for your time and your help!
1. Does your child ever look at a book with pictures and pretend to read?
YES
NO
2. In the past week, how many times have you (or someone in your family) read to your
child?
Not at all
Once or twice
3 or more times
Every day
(If you checked “Not at all” in 2nd question, please skip this question)
Please check the statements below on how you read to your child:
3 or
1 or 2
Please check one column for every question:
None
More
Times
Times
A. I do not ask questions during book sharing; I only read the
storybook
B. I ask questions to my child in the storybook context during book
sharing.
C. I refer my child’s life experience while asking questions
D. I define unknown words and provide further information
E. I ask inferential questions to my child during book sharing.
3. About how many children’s books do you own?
1 -10
11 – 25
26 – 50
More than 50
Please briefly the names and topics of the children books you read to your child:
______________________________________________________________________________
4. During the past week, how often have you done any of the following things with your
children?
3 or
1 or 2
Please check one column for every question:
None
More
Times
Times
A. Told your child a story
B. Taught your child words, or numbers
C. Taught your child songs or music
D. Worked on arts and crafts with your child
E. Played with toys or games together indoors
F. Played a game sport, or exercised together
G. Took your child along while doing errands like going to the post
office, the bank, or the store
H. Involved your child in household chores like cooking, cleaning,
setting the table, or caring for pets
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Appendix 4. The books used in the implementation of the program
1. The Gruffalo
2. The Gruffalo's Child (Donaldson, Scheffler, & Staunton, 2005)
3. The Snail & The Whale (Donaldson, 2016a)
4. Giraffes Can't Dance (Andreae, Parker-Rees, Williams, & Mansfield, 2002)
5. The Secret Science Project That Almost Ate The School (Sierra, 2006)
6. Born to Read (Sierra, 2008)
7. Wild About You (Sierra, 2012)
8. Dogs Don't Do Ballet (Kemp, 2011)
9. Rhinos don't eat Pancakes (Kemp, 2015)
10. Stick Man (Donaldson, 2017a)
11. Spookley the Square Pumpkin (Troiano, 2017)
12. Those Darn Squirrels (Rubin, 2012)
13. Rainbow Fish (Pfister, 1999)
14. Enemy Pie (Munson & King, 2000)
15. Zog (Donaldson, 2017b)
16. Zog & The Flying Doctors (Donaldson, 2016b)
17. Crown: An Ode to the Fresh Cut Derrick Barnes
18. Mighty, Mighty Construction
19. The Day the Crayons Quit
20. Brave Enough for Two (Hoot & Olive)
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Appendix 5. IRB Approval Letter
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CHAPTER FOUR
STUDY #3: PARENTS' CHILD BOOK SELECTION:
CHARACTERISTICS PREDICTED BY PARENT GENDER, SES LEVELS, AND
PARENTING INDICATORS
Abstract
Purpose: Little is known about how parents select storybooks they would like to share with their
preschool-aged children. Storybooks for children vary tremendously across numerous
characteristics. How these characteristics may influence a parent’s book selection has been a
matter of speculation, but not well studied empirically.
Method: A mixed-method study with hierarchical and multiple regression as well as a
qualitative, content analysis was conducted with 167 parents who differed in gender, social
economic status (SES) level, and parenting indicators.
Results: Among all the predictors, we found that parenting style, parents’ approach to the act of
child-rearing, as measured by the Parenting Scale (Arnold et al., 1993) was the only predictor
that significantly predicted the difficulty level of storybooks that parents chose. The most
frequently stated rationale for parent book selections was the general appeal of storybooks (e.g.,
“cute book,” “pretty book,” and “pleasing book.”).
Conclusion: The information acquired from the current study could influence the classification
systems used to provide parents with objective information for selecting storybooks. This study
represents an initial step in developing effective book-selection and book-reading intervention
programs that promote productive parent-child engagement.
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Introduction
An alarming gap exists in the language proficiency of children from lower and upper SES
households (Gilkerson et al., 2017; Hart & Risley, 1995; Najarian, Snow, Lennon, Kinsey, &
Mulligan, 2007). The effects of different levels of exposure to language in these families are
evident as early as 18 months and have a great bearing on children’s language development and
later academic proficiency (Fernald, Marchman, & Weisleder, 2013; Rowe, 2012; Walker,
Greenwood, Hart, & Carta, 1994). By the age of three, lower SES children typically hear nearly
half the amount of child-directed language spoken at home compared to children in upper SES
families (Farkas & Beron, 2004; Gilkerson et al., 2017; Hart & Risley, 1995). Lower SES home
language environments provide preschoolers with significantly fewer adult words spoken and
conversational turns (Gilkerson et al., 2017). Significantly less language input provided in lower
SES families often results in children demonstrating insufficient language skills upon entering
kindergarten (Rowe, 2012). By the fourth grade, approximately 65% of children in public
schools demonstrate inadequate reading skills (Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2018). The nationwide disparity associated with SES calls for immediate action to develop effective early
language intervention programs to shrink the language gap.
Availability of books and opportunities for shared book reading could be a major source
of individual differences in language exposure for young children. A recent study with
adolescent participants from 31 countries indicated that the size of home libraries was related to
later academic success (Sikora, Evans, & Kelley, 2019). Children from lower SES families have
access to fewer reading materials than their peers in upper SES families (Krashen, Lee, &
McQuillan, 2012; Lindsay, 2010; Neuman & Celano, 2001; Neuman & Moland, 2016). Children
in lower SES households have access to fewer than two books on average, whereas children from
higher SES households have access to approximately 13 books on average (Neuman & Celano,
2001). Furthermore, the majority of the books children from lower SES households can access
are of mediocre or poor quality (Neuman & Celano, 2001; Neuman & Moland, 2016). The
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availability of books at home that would provide rich opportunities for shared book reading may
represent a critical gap in language experience. Moreover, lower SES parents are less likely to
read storybooks to their preschoolers and engage in extratextual conversations during booksharing (Mol & Neuman, 2014; "Reading to young children," 2015). Ensuring the availability of
quality storybooks to children may be a necessary first step to closing the language gap.
However, shared book reading alone may have limited effects on language learning.
Shared book interventions typically address the ways parents share storybooks with their
children (Mol, Bus, De Jong, & Smeets, 2008; Seven & Goldstein, 2019). Meta-analyses of these
intervention programs yielded small effect sizes for at-risk children and medium effect sizes for
non-at-risk children (Bus, Van Ijzendoorn, & Pellegrini, 1995; Mol et al., 2008). Further,
researchers have not replicated the results of the book-sharing intervention programs that
reported large effect sizes (Bus et al., 1995; Mol et al., 2008). Researchers have pointed out an
urgent need to increase the effectiveness of shared-book reading programs, particularly for those
living in lower SES households (Bus et al., 1995; Mol et al., 2008). Parent-child book-sharing
interventions should be analyzed to identify the specific components that potentially influence
children’s language learning outcomes. One such component yet to be investigated is the
influence of the difficulty level of storybooks.
Children are likely to benefit from extratextual talk, especially when the conversations
focus on the “zone of proximal development” of children (Ezell & Justice, 2005; Vygotsky,
1978). The zone of proximal development refers to a learning level that a child can achieve with
the aid of an adult. Experience with slightly more difficult books during preschool years could
potentially increase a child’s familiarity with language that they would otherwise first encounter
at a later age. Indeed, Hayes and Ahrens (1988) identified examples of causal forms of language
in preschool books that were also evident in the speech patterns of college students. Examining
more than 100 children’s books, Mesmer (2016) indicated that books written for preschool-aged
children tend to contain rare words and adult-like speech. Thus, selecting books with difficulty in
the “zone of proximal development” of preschool children could be a strategy for parents to
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introduce academic language to preschoolers and to scaffold their cognitive and language skill
development.
Characteristics of children’s books also may matter when it comes to producing rich
conversations during book sharing (Dickinson & Tabors, 2001; Ezell & Justice, 2005; Teale,
Yokota, & Martinez, 2008; Van Kleeck, Stahl, & Bauer, 2003). Different types of books may be
more suitable for a focus on vocabulary learning and extratextual conversations (DeTemple,
2001). The books that engage preschoolers with complex narratives may promote informative
conversations addressing the background knowledge and experiences of adult-child dyads
(Hoffman, Teale, & Yokota, 2015). Extratextual conversations during book reading could
enhance a child’s comprehension of text elements and illustrations, their inferences about
meaning, and their ability to critically evaluate ideas. Preschool-aged children are more likely to
increase vocabulary knowledge and improve language skills with books that offer a variety of
learning opportunities during shared book activities (De Temple & Snow, 2003; Spencer,
Goldstein, & Kaminski, 2012). Storybooks that promote rich conversations could help
supplement the language skills of children from lower SES households.
Not all storybooks are created equal. Storybooks for preschool-aged children differ in
their topics, illustrations, amount of text, and language characteristics. Storybooks provide a
variety of learning opportunities for children to engage in different types of interactions
(Dickinson & Tabors, 2001). To what degree children’s books differ and how parents select
these storybooks for shared-book reading may help us understand the quantity and quality of
learning opportunities provided by storybooks. Understanding parents’ storybook selection
characteristics could aid in tailoring storybook selection systems to develop more effective and
engaging book-sharing intervention programs. Such studies could contribute to a storybook
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classification system that provides parents with objective information for selecting storybooks
with difficulty levels that are in the zone of proximal development of their children. Ultimately,
early language intervention programs could help parents select storybooks that promote
extratextual conversations during book-sharing.
Book Selection Literature
Researchers make recommendations for parents on how to select books. DeTemple
(2001) suggests choosing a variety of books (e.g., picture books, chapter books, factual books,
and scientific books) and books that include lengthy text with rhymes. According to Hoffman
and Paciga (2014), parents should choose thematically rich books with characters who express
multiple emotions during the story and complex plots that provide opportunities to engage in
complex illustrations and language. Books related to a child’s interest areas may promote
enthusiasm for reading and enjoyment of learning from text (Ezell & Justice, 2005). In addition,
books should be in the areas in which the adults are familiar enough to share more information
and teach their children. Hence, how adults select children’s books could be based on multiple
criteria and purposes that can help to shape children’s learning. Although the rationales for these
recommendations have appeal, they are inconsistent and are rarely based on empirical
investigations.
Parents’ sense of parenting competence, parenting style, parental involvement, and coparenting practices are thought to influence story-book selection. Parenting sense of competence
is the parent’s belief in their abilities to effectively manage child-related tasks. Low parental
competence could yield less initiative in performing parenting tasks and thus result in less
interaction between parents and children (De Haan, Prinzie, & Deković, 2009; McBride, 1989).
Parenting style is the approach or practices parents tend to take in response to the demands of
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child-rearing. Parental style could influence how responsive or demanding parents are in
conversations with their children. Thus, parenting style may be an important factor in
understanding patterns of home language use (Pungello, Iruka, Dotterer, Mills-Koonce, &
Reznick, 2009). Co-parenting practices refer to a general level of agreement between parents
about how to coordinate child-rearing tasks. Balanced co-parenting practices could provide
children with several opportunities to engage in meaningful conversations with multiple adults
(Pratt, Kerig, Cowan, & Cowan, 1992). Parents who are highly involved, competent, and
responsive to child development in a balanced co-parenting context could be knowledgeable of
their children’s language development. This knowledge could guide them in selecting children’s
books that are appropriate to their child’s language development level. How these parenting
variables relate to shared book reading and book selection is largely a matter of speculation.
Parents can guide preschoolers to select certain storybooks, and they can select
storybooks on behalf of their children. Neuman and Celano (2006) observed parents’ tendency to
guide their preschool-aged children in selecting certain books at a public library. They also
identified a lack of parental guidance for children from lower SES households. Instead, these
children tended to visit the library with their peers and spent most of their time in the computer
section. Wagner (2017) worked with a predominantly female (over 80%) sample of 149 parents
who had up to 11-year-old children. These parents reported that they consider their children’s
gender and preferences when selecting storybooks. Still, little is known about parents’ roles in
the selection of children’s books.
Studies describing parent book selection criteria have yielded inconsistent results
regarding how mothers and fathers from different SES households select books for read-aloud
activities (Anderson, Anderson, Shapiro, & Lynch, 2001; Aram, Bergman-Deitcher, & Adar,
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2017; Bergman-Deitcher, Aram, & Adar, 2017; Saracho & Spodek, 2010). For example,
Anderson, Anderson, Shapiro, and Lynch (2001) analyzed book selection characteristics of 12
fathers and 12 mothers. Given the limited number of participants, the researchers could not
evaluate differences between fathers’ and mothers’ overall storybook selections. Despite their
observation of mothers and fathers selecting certain storybooks, they could not identify the
specific book characteristics considered by parents during storybook selection. The researchers
called for studies to more fully investigate differences in mothers’ and fathers’ book selections.
Another study conducted in Israel with 84 mothers and 20 fathers from middle to higher
SES groups suggested no difference between mothers’ and fathers’ book choices regarding
social-emotional, structural, and language complexity (Aram, Bergman Deitcher, & Adar, 2017).
Nearly all parents in the Israeli study mentioned that they chose the books based on the books’
morals or messages, and more than half the parents noted language level and the aesthetics of the
illustrations as factors to consider (Bergman-Deitcher et al., 2017). The imbalance in the number
of mothers versus fathers participating in the study made it difficult to sufficiently assess
differences between mothers’ and fathers’ book selection tendencies. These conclusions can be
strengthened by research featuring an equal number of mothers and fathers from lower and upper
SES households.
Characterizing Book Preferences
One component shaping parent-child extratextual conversation and overall book-sharing
quality is the complexity of books (Van Kleeck, 2003). The current literature on book-sharing
interventions is replete with unclear descriptions of selected storybook characteristics. These
descriptions include vague terms that do not clearly describe the selected books (e.g., appealing
stories, colorful pictures, developmentally appropriate text, vivid and easily described pictures,
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interesting and relevant themes) (Crain-Thoreson & Dale, 1999; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998;
Seven & Goldstein, 2019; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006). Other studies have provided more objective
descriptions of book characteristics. These descriptions include the number of words and
sentences in the book, words and sentences per page, number of illustrated pages, and number of
independent clauses in the book text (Fletcher & Finch, 2015; Haden, Reese, & Fivush, 1996;
Pollard-Durodola et al., 2011; Price, Kleeck, & Huberty, 2009; Van Kleeck, Vander Woude, &
Hammett, 2006). Additional analyses are needed to apply systematic ways of evaluating
storybook difficulty levels.
Schwarz and her colleagues (2019; 2015) developed storybook selection systems that
informed evaluations of book difficulty levels. Twenty-two speech-language pathologists and 69
teachers of deaf or hard of hearing prereaders ranked storybooks and reported their judgments on
storybook difficulty indicators. The first system included four difficulty levels (e.g., easy,
moderately easy, moderately difficult, difficult) with exemplar storybooks based on eight criteria
(e.g., amount of inference, complexity of story structure, complexity of language, complexity of
vocabulary words, density of text/information, familiarity of preschool activities, length of the
book, and levels of illustration support). The second system included a two-level book glossary
with a six-point difficulty level and exemplar books at each level. This system’s glossary
includes familiarity, complexity, plot/sequence predictability, vocabulary difficulty level,
concepts abstractness, background knowledge reliability, and illustration supportiveness,
detailedness, and realism.
The book selection systems of Schwarz and her colleagues (2019; 2015) seem to hold
great promise but require validation. Some of the storybook characteristics used in the book
selection systems may be difficult to code reliably, and further clarification of the definitions of
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storybook characteristics could help distinguish the difficulty levels more clearly. This
clarification should involve quantifiable or identifiable definitions of storybook characteristics.
In addition, the selected participants may reflect unintended biases in the development of these
book selection systems. Different groups of participants could vary in their criteria of storybook
selections. Further research is required to improve the selection systems by elaborating on
storybook characteristics and their book difficulty levels. Quantifiable definitions of storybook
characteristics may help elucidate parental agreement with professionals about book selection
and improve our understanding of how to support child language development in the home.
Purpose of the Current Study
The current study seeks to address the gap in the knowledge of how parent gender, SES
level, and parenting indicators relate to the characteristics of books that parents select to share
with their preschool children. This knowledge could influence information parents need to select
storybooks, how interventionists convey information to influence the ways parents select
storybooks, and the development of intervention programs that adapt to storybook selections
based on parental preferences. Ultimately, such knowledge could help to develop effective early
language intervention programs to mitigate the gap in the language skills of preschool-aged
children from lower and upper SES households. Thus, the objective of the proposed research is
to explore parents’ selections of children’s books to identify the general biases with which
mothers and fathers from different SES levels select books to read with their children.
To begin to address these needs, the following research questions were addressed:
a) What storybook themes do parents select for shared-book reading? Are there any
differences or similarities in storybook themes mothers and fathers from different SES
levels select for shared book reading?
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b) To what extent do variations in the difficulty level of storybooks selected by parents for
shared book activities relate to parents’ gender and SES levels?
c) Controlling for parents’ gender and SES levels, do parenting indicators (parenting style,
parental sense of competence, and co-parenting experience) explain the difficulty level of
books parents select for shared book activities?
d) How do parents of four-year-old children describe how they select storybooks for shared
book reading? In what ways do parents’ explanations of their storybook selection criteria
help to explain the quantitative results?
Method
Participants and Settings
The participants were recruited through Amazon Mechanical Turk (AMT), a web-based
crowdsourcing program. AMT assigns tasks that require human intelligence to the individuals
(known as MTurk workers) (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011). This service, with more
than 500,000 registered MTurk workers, has become a popular source of participants for social
science survey studies. Research on judgment and decision making has benefited from the
strengths of the AMT data crowdsourcing platform that accelerates data collection with wellpowered samples (Berinsky, Huber, & Lenz, 2012; Buhrmester et al., 2011; Kuek et al., 2015;
Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010). The strengths of AMT include: (a) unique identification
numbers for each responder that enables one-time participation in a study, (b) participant
qualification tasks to filter participants, (c) a monitoring system that enables researchers to track
responders in multi-survey/task studies, (d) secure payment methods operated by Amazon, and
(e) compatibility with other online survey administration programs. Studies on AMT worker
demographics indicate a population distribution that is more representative of United States of
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America (USA) population indicators than studies conducted on university campuses or in
specific regions (Buhrmester et al., 2011; Hitlin, 2016). AMT’s ability to include participants
with specific demographic features strengthens the study results. This study utilized the AMT
platform to recruit participants due to its speed and efficacy of reaching English-speaking fathers
and mothers of preschool-aged children who live in the USA.
The study invitation appeared only to Mturk workers who are mothers or fathers living in
the USA. An additional screening question ensured the inclusion of parents who have preschoolaged children. This question asked them to indicate their children’s age out of ten options. The
survey code (allowing the participant to proceed with the survey) appeared only when a parent
selected that they had a preschool-age child. This step was used to eliminate Mturks’ tendency to
choose desirable inclusion criteria to gain more financial compensation (Sharpe Wessling,
Huber, & Netzer, 2017). Mothers and fathers with or without marital connection were invited to
participate in the study once they met the inclusion criteria of being a mother or father who has a
42-66 months old child. During self-administrated questionnaires, a total of two attention check
items were used to identify inattentive responders. The first attention filter item requested
particpants to type an eight digit code presented in a picture. One hundred and sixty five
participants (98.8%) provided the correct answer for the first attention filter question. The second
attention filter item instructed participants to respond “none of above” to the question: “Which
one is your favorite color?” Again, one hundred and sixty five participants (98.8%) provided the
corrrect answer for the second attention filter question. The two participants who provided the
wrong answer to the first filter question were not the same participants who answered wrong to
the second filter question. The data from these participants was eliminated from the analysis.
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A total of 214 parents from Amazon Mechanical Turk (AMT) completed the surveys.
Forty-seven parents were excluded from the analysis who either had older or younger children
than required for this survey or parents who provided incomplete information. The study sample
consisted of 167 parents of 42-66 months old children. A summary of participant demographic
characteristics is displayed in Table 14.
Procedure
Fathers and mothers who were eligible to participate in the study received a link and a
code to access the measures on the REDCap (Research Electronic Data Capture) website. Study
data were collected and managed using REDCap’s data collection tool hosted at the University
of South Florida. REDCap is a web-based application designed to capture and store data for
research studies. This application provides data entry validation, audit logs to keep track of data
manipulation, and automated export and import procedures (Harris et al., 2009). The website link
led participants to an initial login screen. Upon entering the study code, REDCap generated a
unique participant number for each participant and presented the Institutional Review Board
(IRB) consent form. Participants who agreed to participate completed the queued measures.
These measures included 1) a demographic survey, 2) a family home language survey, 3) the
Parenting Sense of Competence Scale (PSOC) (Gibaud-Wallston, 1978), 4) the Parenting scale
(Arnold et al., 1993), 5) the Parent Problem Checklist (PPC) (Dadds & Powell, 1991), and 6) the
Parent’s Child Book Selection Characteristics Questionnaire. Parents who completed these six
questionnaires were then directed to a book selection task (described below) for selecting
children’s books and explaining their reasoning of selecting certain storybooks.
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Measures
Demographic questionnaire. A demographic questionnaire solicited child and family
demographics. The demographic survey collected basic information about the education level,
race, ethnicity, age, and family income. The household SES scores were calculated based on the
Hollingshead Four-Factor Index of Social Status (Hollingshead, 1975). This index was chosen
because of its flexibility in estimating the SES of individuals and families where both spouses
are employed.
Mothers’ and fathers’ attitudes on parenting and co-parenting. Information on
mothers’ and fathers’ attitudes on parenting and co-parenting was collected with three different
measures. These are a) Parenting Sense of Competence Scale (PSOC) (Gibaud-Wallston, 1978),
b) Parenting scale (Arnold, O'leary, Wolff, & Acker, 1993), and c) The Parent Problem Checklist
(PPC) (Dadds & Powell, 1991). These measures provided information on the parent’s ideas,
practices, and styles of parenting. The outcomes of these measures were used to explain parents’
book selection characteristics. Table 15 presents the parenting and co-parenting measures.
The storybook preferences questionnaire. The storybook preferences questionnaire
was used to investigate mothers’ and fathers’ perceptions of storybook characteristics for books
of various difficulty levels (see Appendix 1). This questionnaire addressed ten indicators of
storybook difficulty. These indicators are child familiarity with the topic, parent familiarity with
the topic, unique vocabulary words presented in the story, story structure complexity, the amount
of inference required to understand the story, illustration support to understand the story, text
predictability with rhymes and repetitive phrases, language complexity, sentence complexity,
and the types of emotions presented in the story.
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An example of a survey question is “I prefer children’s books a) that include only words
that my child knows, b) that teaches new words that my child does not know (e.g., ponder, soar
and wise).” Each item is rated on a 0-100 semantic differential scale. As a criterion-referenced
questionnaire, the maximum score is 100 x 10 items indicating parental preferences to choose
more complex books, and the minimum score is 0 indicating a parental choice of choosing
simpler books. The coefficient alpha reliability score of the questionnaire was 0.72.
The book selection task. The book selection task included three steps. Initially, parents
were asked to select six child book themes from 13 most frequently purchased child book themes
(see Table 3).
In the second step, parents were provided with information about two books for each
selected child book theme. The two choices represented one easy and one difficult storybook.
The book-related information included sample pages, an audio-book sample (if available), a
book description, and the names of the author and illustrator. Participants were encouraged to
examine all books and select one book from each topic that they would select to read to their
children. Parents were blind to a given book’s difficulty level.
Lastly, parents were asked to explain their reason for choosing a particular book. They
were encouraged to type their responses in a text box with no space limitation. This information
constituted qualitative data for understanding parental storybook selection characteristics in
greater detail.
Book selection task material development. The book themes were determined based on
information about the best-selling children’s books provided by three popular online bookstores
(i.e., Amazon, Barnes & Noble, and Books a Million) (see Table 16).
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These bookstores were chosen due to the availability of the best-selling storybook
information at the time of the study. All best-seller child book themes were included in the list.
Books with more than one theme were categorized based on the level of book popularity within a
given theme determined by Amazon Best Seller Ranks. Book themes without available book
options or overlapping book themes were excluded from the list.
The difficulty score of each storybook was measured using a storybook difficulty rating
system. This rating system aims to evaluate the difficulty level of preschool storybooks by
providing a quantitative interpretation system with 11 items are (see Appendix 2). The
storybook difficulty rating system scores range from 11 to 33. Higher scores indicate more
difficult storybooks, and lower scores indicate easier storybooks. A Cronbach alpha score of the
items showed an acceptable internal consistency of the system (α = .66). Prior to data collection,
121 storybooks were evaluated by the first author and a trained research assistant using this
rating system. Interrater coding agreement was 83.5% (Range = 98.3-66.4). The proportion of
item by item agreement between two judges was calculated by adding agreement scores for each
item in the rating scale and dividing by the sum of agreements and disagreements.
To determine a sharp distinction between easy and difficult storybooks, the range of
storybook difficulty scores was divided into three. The top third of the scores indicated difficult
storybooks, and the bottom third of the scores were labeled as easy storybooks.
The overall score of parents’ tendencies of choosing easy or difficult storybooks was
calculated by adding up the difficulty levels of each storybook selected by parents for each of six
storybook themes. Each easy storybook represented 1, and each difficult storybook represented
2. The maximum score of 12 indicated parents' tendency of preferring more difficult books, and
the minimum score of 6 indicated parents' tendency of preferring easier books.
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Research Design
An explanatory mixed method design was used in which quantitative data analysis is
further explored using qualitative data analysis (Bryman, 2006). This approach was selected to
use qualitative evidence to support and explain the reasons uncovered through an analysis of
quantitative data. The current study utilized this design to explain the statistical results by
evaluating participants’ responses in more depth (Creswell & Clark, 2017).
The first phase of the study was a quantitative investigation of parents’ storybook
selection characteristics. Surveys were used to collect quantitative data on parents’ demographic
information, home language practices, parental perceptions on parenting, and parents’
preferences and perceptions on the storybook difficulty levels. In particular, quantitative data
determined the predictive value of parents’ gender, SES level, parenting competency, parenting
style, and co-parenting skills on the storybook difficulty levels.
Second, qualitative evidence included parents’ written responses about the book
characteristics they considered while selecting storybooks. This information was collected after
each parent selected a storybook for each of six storybook themes on the book-selection task.
The qualitative analysis was conducted as a follow-up to quantitative results to dive into parents’
reasons for selecting certain books for shared book readings (Bryman, 2006) These two data
sources were used together to explain the storybook characteristics parents consider while
selecting storybooks.
Data Analysis
The quantitative analysis steps for the current study were conducted using SPSS.25 as
follows: descriptive statistics were calculated to describe the data structure and participant
features and internal consistency of the measures; logistic regressions with maximum likelihood
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estimations were conducted to examine the probability of parents selecting each of the presented
13 storybook topics given the predictors of parent gender and family SES levels; correlation
analyses were computed to screen relations among the variables; a multiple regression analysis
was conducted to evaluate predictive values of parent gender and SES level explaining the
variance in the preferences of parents for selecting storybooks with various difficulty levels;
lastly, hierarchical regression was used to examine if parent gender, family SES level, and
parenting indicators explain the variance in the difficulty levels of books parents selected to
share with their preschool children.
Qualitative data were analyzed with Atlas.ti 8 by using an inductive content analysis.
Content analysis was used to interpret meaning from text data by systematically organizing data
to reduce it to fewer categories. Content analysis is a research method that produces inferences
from data by systematically describing the categories to provide new insights (Elo & Kyngäs,
2008). The codes and themes derived from the qualitative analysis were interpreted in relation to
the results of the quantitative analysis.
Results
Descriptive statistics of each continuous variable are reflected as means, standard
deviations, and ranges at the bottom of Table 17. Normality, multicollinearity and
homoscedasticity assumptions of the values of the storybook difficulty levels were examined
with a scatterplot, a histogram, and a Q-Q-Plot. The results indicate a homoscedastic, normally
distributed data structure. The reliability of measures was examined by determining their internal
consistency scores. The scores indicated acceptable estimates of reliability for each measure
utilized in this study. Table 17 also shows the zero-order correlations among all variables.
Correlation analysis determined the relationships among the study variables.
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Independent t-tests were conducted to compare parenting indicator scores (Parenting
sense of competence, Parenting scale, and Co-parenting experience) of mothers and fathers, and
parents from lower and higher SES households. However, results were found to be nonsignificant meaning that there were no meaningful differences in parenting indictor scores of
mothers and fathers [Parenting sense of competence, t(143) = .984, p = .38; Parenting scale,
t(165) = -.43, p = .67; Co-parenting experience , t(165) = .703, p = .48] and parents from lower
and higher SES households [Parenting sense of competence, t(165) = -.54, p = .59; Parenting
scale, t(165) = -1.70, p = .09; Co-parenting experience , t(165) = 1.86, p = .06].
The first goal of the study was to determine what storybook themes mothers and fathers
from higher and lower SES households tend to select to read to their preschool-aged children.
Thirteen logistic regression analyses were performed to ascertain the effects of parent gender and
family SES levels on the likelihood of parents selecting each of the 13 storybook themes. Results
of the logistic regression models revealed significant outcomes for the following storybook
themes; Social Issues or Social Needs [χ2(2) = 6.984, p < .05], Holidays and Celebrations [χ2(2)
= 9.032, p < .05], Cars, Trains, Things that Go [χ2(2) = 6.627, p < .05], and Sports and Outdoors
[χ2(2) = 8.568, p < .05].
The models of parents’ selections of Social Issues or Social Needs and Holidays and
Celebrations storybook themes explained 5.8% (Nagelkerke R2) and 7.4% (Nagelkerke R2) of the
variance, respectively. These models correctly classified 57.9% and 61.6% of cases, respectively.
Parent gender was a significant predictor in both models (Social Issues or Social Needs, Wald
(df=1, N=159) = 6.39, p < .05, and Holidays and Celebrations, Wald (df=1, N=159) = 8.64, p <
.01). However, family SES level was not a significant predictor (Social Issues or Social Needs,
Wald (df=1, N=159) = 0.40, p = .53, and Holidays and Celebrations, Wald (df=1, N=159) = 0.11,
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p = .73). Controlling for the family SES level, Mothers were 2.33 times more likely than fathers
to select a storybook related to the Social Issues or Social Needs theme and 2.63 times more
likely to select storybooks related to the Holidays and Celebrations theme.
The model of Cars, Trains, Things that Go explained 5.4% (Nagelkerke R2) of the
variance in selecting the Cars, Trains, Things that Go theme. The Sports and Outdoors model
explained 7.5% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in selecting the Sports and Outdoors book
theme. These models correctly classified 60.4% and 71.1% of cases, respectively. Parent gender
contributed significantly in predicting the selection of the Cars, Trains, Things that Go book
theme, Wald (df=1, N=159) = 6.48, p < .05 as well as the Sports and Outdoors book theme Wald
(df=1, N=159) = 8.01, p < .01. Family SES level, however, was not a significant predictor for
either of the models (Cars, Trains, Things that Go, Wald (df=1, N=159) = 0.008, p = .93; and
Sports and Outdoors, Wald (df=1, N=159) = 0.303, p = .58). Fathers were 2.39 times more likely
than mothers to select a storybook on the theme of Cars, Trains, Things that Go and 2.79 times
more likely to select a storybook on the theme of Sports and Outdoors after controlling for the
family SES level. The logistic regression models for the other storybook themes were not
significant.
The second goal of the study was to explain the extent of variation in selecting
storybooks using parents’ gender and household SES scores. Descriptive statistics for parent
book selection measures and correlation analyses are presented in Table 18. Three regression
models were computed to evaluate the second research question. Model 1 sought meaningful
associations between the parent gender and the difficulty scores of storybooks parents selected.
Model 2 examined the predictor value of SES scores on the difficulty levels of storybooks
parents selected. Model 3 evaluated the predictive value of SES levels and parent gender on the
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difficulty level of storybooks selected by the parents. As presented in Table 18, these three
models reveal that parent gender and family SES score were not significant predictors explaining
the variation in the difficulty scores of books selected by parents.
The third goal of the study sought to examine the predictive value of parenting indicators
(Parenting Competency Scale, Parenting Scale, Parent-Problem Checklist score) in explaining
the variance in the difficulty scores of storybooks that parents selected for book sharing
controlling for parent gender and household SES level. A five-step hierarchical regression
analysis was used to evaluate the contributions of predictors by statistically controlling
previously entered variables. This analysis is a useful research tool when correlated predictor
variables explain the variation in the outcome variable (Osborne & Waters, 2002).
The results of hierarchical regression analysis models are displayed in Table 19. A
hierarchical regression analysis is a multi-step process that requires introducing variables into the
analysis in a sequence. The order of variable entry into the analysis should be decided based on
the theory and past research (Kerlinger, 1966). Table 17 shows descriptive data of the predictor
variables. We introduced our predictor variables in the following order: household SES, parent
gender, parenting scale score, parenting competency score, and parent-problem checklist score.
We entered predictors in this order because it was theoretically plausible that there may be an
association between parenting competency and inter-parental conflicts (measured by the parentproblem checklist) given the results of approaches to parenting measured by the Parenting Scale
(Arnold et al., 1993). This analysis is a framework that enables model comparisons. Our goal
was to demonstrate significant improvement in the proportion of explained variance in parents’
storybook selection characteristics (R-squared) by introducing the predictors hierarchically.
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As shown in Table 19, hierarchical multiple regression revealed non-significant models
predicting the variation in the outcome variable. The only predictor variable that accounted for a
significant portion of the variance was the parenting style measured by the parenting scale [F
(1,154) = 5.193, p = .024)]. When introduced into the model, the parenting style explained an
additional 3.2% of variance. The Parenting Scale score continued to explain a significant portion
of the variation when all five predictors were introduced to the model. Together, five
independent variables accounted for 4.8% of the variation in the difficulty scores of storybooks
parents selected for their children. This result indicates that there might be other predictive
variables explaining the variance of storybook difficulty levels parents selected to share with
their children. The parenting scale was negatively correlated with the difficulty level of
storybooks that parents selected for their children. In other words, parents who demonstrated
inconsistently excessive harsh or lax parenting styles tended to select easier storybooks.
The fourth research question sought to evaluate how parents of preschool-aged children
describe how they select storybooks for shared book reading. Content Analysis was used to
examine patterns in parents’ written responses that they explained the rationale of choosing
certain storybooks. All 167 parents reported their rationale for selecting a storybook for each of
six storybook themes. This corpus of data consisting of 1,432 sentences was used for qualitative
analysis. Atlas.ti, a qualitative data analysis software, was used to systematically categorize and
evaluate the data structure of parent rationales.
The first step of the analysis was open coding. Open-coding is an interpretive process of
categorizing parent explanations of selecting particular books into meaningful units to
understand the breadth and structure of the data (Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Creswell, 2007).
During the initial step of reading and re-reading parent rationales, 175 codes were identified.
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These codes were inductively reclassified based on the patterns and associations in the data
structure. The classification revealed 45 minor categories. Comparing and contrasting minor
categories, 19 major categories emerged. Finally, the major categories were condensed into four
main categories by looking for patterns among categories. The coding schema is presented in
Table 20.
Reversed coding was used to ground the analysis in conceptual precision. The reversecoding process facilitated fine adjustments to the coding schema and creation of a code glossary
to define the categories. The coding glossary with example parent explanations is depicted in
Appendix 3. Reliability of the coding was ensured by re-coding 20% of the sentences. A research
assistant who received a one-hour training coded raw data based on the coding schema and
glossary. This training included an introduction to the dataset, a demonstration of how to use the
Atlas.ti program, an explanation of the code glossary, and presentation of several code examples.
The intercoder agreement percentage was 85.8% between the first author and the research
assistant.
Results from the reverse-coding analysis were used to categorize the rationales for
selecting storybooks of mothers and fathers from both low and high SES households. A total of
1,592 rationales were tabulated for each of four main themes. These four main themes are (1)
Family or Child Relation with the Storybook (28.3%), (2) Instructional Nature of the Storybook
(33.3%), (3) Physical Characteristics of the Storybook (14.7%), and (4) Overall Storybook
Appeal (21.7%). Table 21 shows the tabulation of these main themes broken down by gender,
SES, and book difficulty.
The most prevalent minor category rationale within a main category helps illustrate
parents’ impressions. Prior experience or “pre-association with the storybook” (e.g., “because it
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is a classic I enjoyed as a child.”) comprised 6% of the “Family or Child Relation with the
Storybook” main category. Story appeal (e.g., “it looks like a better story”) comprised 15% of
the rationales for the “Overall Storybook Appeal” main category. Illustration appeal (e.g., “I
think that illustrations and art style are more pleasing for my child.”) accounted for 7.5% of the
“Physical Characteristics of the Storybook.” Teaching social skills comprised 10% of the
rationales for “Instructional Nature of the Storybook.” Results of minor theme tabulation are
presented in Appendix 4.
The tabulation of parent rationales based on parent gender, household SES level, and
parent selection of difficult and easy storybooks indicates that few categories differed in
frequency. A minimum 1% difference in the frequency of mothers and fathers using a minor
category was the criterion used to decide whether to present the category. We observed that
mothers used the following minor themes in their rationales more frequently than fathers; ageappropriate language (Mothers (m) = 4.2%, Fathers (f) = 2.7%), teaching social skills (m =
11.1%, f = 8.5%). On the contrary, the following rationales of fathers presented more frequently
than mothers’ rationales; realistic or cartoon illustrations (m = 0.2%, f = 1.9%), complexity of
language (m = 0.3%, f = 1.7%), storybooks in children’s interest areas (m = 3.1%, f = 5.5%),
topic appeal (m = 2.8%, f = 4.3%), and story appeal (m = 2.7%, f = 3.7%).
Parents from high SES households presented the following minor categories more
frequently than parents from low SES households; storybooks in children’s interest areas (High
SES parents (hses) = 4.7%, Low SES parents (lses) = 3.5%), storybooks related to children’s
experience (hses = 5.5%, lses = 4.2%), and topic appeal (hses = 4.1%, lses = 2.8%). The minor
categories that low SES parents more frequently presented than high SES parents were story
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appeal (hses = 14.1%, lses = 16.1%), pre-association with the storybook (hses = 5.2%, lses =
6.7%), and teaching social skills (hses = 9.2%, lses = 10.8%).
Parents who selected difficult storybooks indicated the following minor themes in their
rationale more frequently than parents who selected simple storybooks; imagination or creativity
components of the storybooks (Parents who selected difficult books (pd) =3.2%, Parents who
selected easy books (pe) = 0.9%), teaching academic skills (pd= 5.6%, pe=2.7%), story appeal
(pd= 17.1%, pe=13.5%), topic appeal (pd= 4.5%, pe=2.7%), rhyming in storybook text (pd=
1.4%, pe=0.1%), pre-association with the storybook (pd= 7.1%, pe=5.1%), and illustration
appeal (pd= 8.1%, pe=7.1%). Parents who selected storybooks categorized as easy were at least
one percent more likely to provide the following minor categories than in the rationales of
parents who selected storybooks categorized as difficult; age-appropriate language (pd= 0.9%,
pe=6.1%), length of text in the storybook (pd= 0.0%, pe=1.1%), color of illustrations (pd= 0.6%,
pe=2.8%), character appeal (pd= 2.5%, pe=3.7%), and familiarity with content presented in
storybooks (pd= 2.2%, pe=3.2%).
Discussion
This study was conducted to explore the patterns in parents’ storybook selections and to
identify the factors that mothers and fathers from different SES levels consider when selecting
storybooks to read with their children. The results for the first research question indicated the
following outcomes a) mothers were more likely than fathers to choose storybooks with the
themes “social issues and social needs” and “holidays and celebrations,” and b) fathers were
more likely than mothers to choose storybooks with the themes “sports and outdoors,” “cars,
trains, and things that go.” The analysis for the second research question showed that parent
gender and household SES level did not significantly predict the difficulty level of storybooks
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selected by parents. Instead, these factors explained a negligible amount of variation in the
difficulty level of parent storybook selections. We took into account parenting indicators
(parenting style, parental competence, co-parenting experience, and parental involvement) to
address the third research question. The results indicated that of the parenting indicators, only
parenting style measured by the Parenting Scale (Arnold et al., 1993) significantly predicted the
variation in difficulty levels of storybooks beyond predictions attributed to parent gender and
household SES levels.
Our fourth research question used qualitative analysis to examine parents’ rationales for
selecting specific storybooks. The analysis revealed four main categories of rationales: family,
parent, and child relation with the storybook; instructional nature of the storybook; physical
characteristics of the storybooks; and the storybook appeal. Among all 49 minor categories that
comprise the 19 major categories and four main categories, the most frequently presented
rationale for selecting storybooks was the story appeal described by parents’ vague comments
such as “nice book,” “cute book,” “pretty book,” “entertaining book,” and “engaging book.”
The study results indicate higher probabilities of mothers and fathers selecting certain
storybook themes over others. This finding advances the parent storybook selection literature by
identifying patterns in mothers’ and fathers’ storybook selection tendencies. Anderson et al.
(2001) mention parents’ behavior of choosing some storybooks more frequently than the others;
however, their study fails to identify the trends due to the limited sample size. Our study results
somewhat overlap with the literature on adolescent storybook reading habits. The Coles and Hall
(2002) study of the reading habits of 7,976 10-, 12- and 14-year old English children showed that
girls read more romance, poetry, and school-related books whereas boys prefer science fiction
and fantasy, comedy, sports, and spy-related books. In line with this result, our results indicate
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that there are differences in storybook theme choices of male and female parents. Despite the
evidence showing differences in book topic selection tendencies of women and men, the question
of how these differences emerge begs for future studies.
Parent gender and household SES levels were not related to the difficulty levels of
storybooks that parents selected to share with their pre-school age children. This result is
consistent with the previous research that identified no differences between mother’ and fathers’
storybook selection practices (Aram et al., 2017). In other words, mothers and fathers
participating in our study selected storybooks within a similar range of difficulty levels. Hence,
mothers and fathers could potentially select children’s books that are equivalent in difficulty
levels.
Our research presented the first empirical results showing no difference in storybook
difficulty levels of parents from high versus low SES. In contrast to our hypothesis that parents
from high SES households would prefer more difficult storybooks than parents from low SES
households, our results indicate that SES level does not significantly contribute to the variance in
difficulty levels of storybooks parents select for their children. One plausible explanation could
be that the procedural condition of our study that did not require parents to purchase the selected
storybooks. Storybook prices might be a factor parents consider when deciding to purchase a
storybook or selecting storybooks. Previous research indicated lower access to books for
children from low SES households (Neuman & Moland, 2016) and more purchased storybooks
for children from higher SES households (Natsiopoulou, Souliotis, Kyridis, & Hatzisavvides,
2006). A future study examining the parent rationales of selecting storybooks when they need to
purchase the storybooks could help us better understand parent storybook selection practices.
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One significant predictor that contributed to explaining the difficulty levels of storybooks
selected by the parents was the parenting style measured by the Parenting Scale (Arnold et al.,
1993). According to Baumrind (1968), parenting style is the combination of parental values,
emotions, and beliefs on child-rearing practices that parents embody in the act of child-rearing.
We found that the results of parenting scale were negatively correlated with the difficulty level
of storybooks that parents selected for their children. In other words, parents who demonstrated
more dysfunctional parenting styles selected easier storybooks. Arnold et al. (1993) defined
dysfunctional parenting styles as inconsistent parenting with sometimes excessively harsh and
sometimes excessively lax parental discipline practices that lead to child problematic behaviors.
These types of parenting styles could be the result of several other factors such as inconsistent
co-parenting practices, lack of confidence in parenting, and insufficient parenting knowledge.
Results indicated that higher parenting competence and fewer conflicts between co-parents relate
to less dysfunctional parenting styles. Taking the above findings into account, one may claim
that the difficulty level of storybooks parents select for sharing with their children relates with
their parenting style.
Our qualitative analysis revealed three levels of categories; 45 minor categories
summarized into 19 major categories; 19 major categories summarized into four main categories.
Among the four main categories, the most frequently reported category for choosing storybooks
was the instructional nature of the book (33%). That is one third of parents participating in our
study expected their children to learn a lesson, knowledge or skill from the storybooks. The least
frequently cited category (15%) was the physical characteristics of the storybook as defined by
illustration characteristics, written language style, storybook title and cover, and storybook
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structure. These findings indicate that parents are least likely to choose a book based solely upon
its appearance.
Among 45 minor categories, the most frequently reported minor category that accounted
for 15% of 21% of the rationales under “general appeal” main category was the story appeal.
This minor category was defined by vague parent rationales such as “cute book,” “entertaining
book,” “pleasing book,” “I like this book better than the other,” and “heart-warming book.” The
story appeal rationale was more likely to come from low SES parents than from high SES
parents. The story appeal rationale was also more likely to come from parents who chose
difficult books than from parents who chose simple books. One conceivable explanation of this
result might be parents’ inability to verbalize storybook characteristics in their rationales. Given
previous findings indicating the higher likelihood of lower quality text materials in low SES
households (Neuman & Celano, 2001; Neuman & Moland, 2016), can providing information
about storybook characteristics enhance the quality of storybooks that low SES children access?
Despite non-significant outcomes of our quantitative analysis of parent gender and
household SES levels, our qualitative analysis indicated some systematic differences in the
rationales provided by mothers and fathers from different SES levels. Age-appropriate
storybooks and teaching social skills were more frequently cited by mothers and low SES parents
compared to fathers and high SES parents. The topic appeal and storybooks in children’s interest
areas were more frequently cited by fathers and high SES parents compared to mothers and low
SES parents. Fathers more frequently provided rationales related to language complexity and
how realistic or cartoon-like the illustrations were than mothers. The rationale of “Preassociations with the book” was used more frequently by low SES parents than high SES
parents. Outcomes of the current study advance current literature by describing parents’
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storybooks selection characteristics in greater depth than the previous literature (Anderson et al.,
2001; Aram et al., 2017; Bergman-Deitcher et al., 2017).
The parent-child book reading literature needs future studies to elucidate how parent
storybook selection patterns relate to their storybook sharing practices. This knowledge can
enable the development of early intervention programs that address parents’ storybook selection
practices and needs. Considering the vocabulary gap (Gilkerson et al., 2017; Hart & Risley,
1995), achievement gap (Fernald et al., 2013; Walker et al., 1994), and the gap of available
quality storybooks among children from high and low SES households (Neuman & Celano,
2001; Neuman & Moland, 2016), studies exploring parent storybook selection practices can help
researchers provide parents access to quality storybooks by developing personalized approaches
that appeal to parents’ specific interests. As we have seen in the previous literature (Dickinson &
Tabors, 2001), storybooks with a variety of characteristics help trigger extra-textual
conversations for low SES parent-child dyads. Conversations promoted by storybooks may
enable preschool children to build a rich vocabulary and language repertoires that would help to
bridge the achievement gap in later school years.
Limitations
One limitation of this analysis is the correlational nature of the data analysis. The results
do not provide any evidence for causal conclusions. The current study represents an initial step
toward understanding parent storybook characteristics in greater depth. Future studies involving
controlled experimental conditions may reveal causal relations between independent variables
and the difficulty levels of storybooks selected by parents.
Another limitation of the current study is the potential influence of extraneous variables.
These variables (such as the experience of parent-child dyads with storybook sharing activities,
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or the number of storybooks families own) also could also influence the difficulty level of
storybooks parents select to share with their children. Research with a larger sample size may
examine the relations between other variables and the parent storybook selection characteristics.
Online data collection tools allowed us to collect data from a relatively large sample of
parents; however, the depth of the data could be enhanced by conducting interviews with parents.
Although the online data collection method allowed us to reach a diverse population of parent
groups, the results are still limited by the size and the nature of the participant pool. For example,
Amazon Mechanical Turk (AMT) limited our control of inviting mothers and fathers from the
same families. Future studies that replicate the current study with different sample groups can
enhance the validity of our results.
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Table 14. Demographic characteristics of survey respondents and their children of study three
Variable
Size (N)
Percentage (%)
Relationship of the respondent with the child (N = 167)
Mother 91
54.2
Father 76
45.2
Age of respondent
25-34 55
32.7
35-44 78
46.4
45-54 9
5.4
55-64 2
1.2
Marital Status of the respondent
Married or Common-Law or Living Together 133
79.6
Single, divorced, separated 33
19.8
Unknown / Not Reported 1
0.6
Race of the respondent
American Indian/Alaska Native 1
0.6
Asian 5
3.0
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 1
0.6
Black or African American 15
8.9
White 138
82.1
More Than One Race 7
4.2
Ethnicity of the respondent
Hispanic, Latino, or of Spanish origin 11
6.5
Not Hispanic, Latino, or of Spanish origin 156
92.9
The household Income
Less than $20,000 13
7.7
$20,000 to $34,999 41
24.4
$35,000 to $49,999 33
19.6
$50,000 to $74,999 6
3.6
$75,000 to $99,999 39
23.2
Over $100,000 35
20.8
Hollingshead Four Factor Index of Socioeconomic Status
0-39 80
47.9
40-66 79
47.3
Mean (SD) 39.5 (14.3)
Reported Primary Caregiver of the child
Mother 104
61.9
Father 63
37.5
Age of the child
42-48 months 11
6.6
48-54 month 100
59.9
54-60 months 51
30.5
60-66 months 2
1.2
Sex of the child
Female 94
56.0
Male 73
43.5
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Table 15. Measures to evaluate parenting ideas, practices, and style
Scale
Parenting Sense
of Competence
Scale (PSOC)

Parenting Scale

Parent Problem
Checklist (PPC)

Description
The PSOC (Gibaud-Wallston, 1978) measures parents’ satisfaction with
parenting, their interest in parenting and their self-competency in the
parenting role. Parents score their agreement level with each of 17 items on
a scale of 1 (strongly agree) and 6 (strongly disagree). Lovejoy et al. (1997),
and Ohan et al. (2000) reported 0.75-0.88, an acceptable range of internal
consistency.
The Parenting Scale (Arnold et al., 1993) measures parenting styles by
monitoring parent responses to child behavior problems in hypothetical
situations. A 7-point Likert-scale with 30-items measures discipline
practices in parents of young children including laxness, over-reactivity,
and verbosity.
PPC (Dadds & Powell, 1991) measures conflicts between parents as it
relates to co-parenting practices of the parents. The checklist includes 16items with the questions in a yes/no format, but a 7-point Likert-scale is
also included to describe the extent to which a problem occurs (internal
consistency = 0.70).
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Table 16. Most commonly purchased children’s books themes from online bookstores
1. Animals
2. Growing up and Facts of life
3. Health and Medicine
4. Learning Basic Concepts
5. Social Issues or Social Needs

6. Holidays and Celebrations 11. Action and Adventures
7. Humor
12. Cars, Trains, things that go
8. Science Fiction and Fantasy 13. Sports & Outdoors
9. Arts and music
10. Cultures
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Table 17. Parental attitudes on parenting and co-parenting variables and parental storybook
selection indicator variables: Zero-order correlations and descriptive statistics (N =167)
Variables
1. Parent SES
2. Book Selection Task
3. Storybook Preferences Questionnaire
4. Parenting sense of competence (PSC)
5. Parenting scale (PS)
6. Co-Parenting experience (PPC)
M
SD
Range
Number of Items
Cronbach’s Alpha (α)
*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

.054
-.014
-.015
.112
-.167*
39.5
14.3
58.5
n/a
n/a

.268**
.095
-.179*
-.086
113.4
16.5
80
n/a
n/a

.021
-.064
.055
687.2
165.3
859
13
.786

-.609**
-.351**
72.6
10.4
44
17
.771

.294**
2.99
.66
3.13
30
.817
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6.

3.37
3.26
13
16
.815

Table 18. Regression models predicting overall parent storybook selection score and subscale
scores based on parent gender and household SES score (n =159)
Predictors
Parent Storybook Selection score
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Intercept
113.64 (1.73)
110.99 (3.91)
111.60 (4.11)
Parent gender
-.55 (2.57)
-1.32 (2.66)
Household SES score
0.06 (0.09)
0.06 (0.09)
F-Stat
R-squared stat (%)
0.000
0.003
0.004
Note: Parent gender will be represented as a dummy variable (Father = 1, Mother = 0). “Father”
will serve as the reference group.
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Table 19. Hierarchical regression models of predictors of the difficulty levels of storybooks
selected by parents (n =159)
Parent Storybook Selection score, β (SE)

Predictors
Model 1
110.99
(3.91)
0.063
(0.09)

Model 2
111.60
(4.12)
0.063
(0.09)
-1.32
(2.66)

Model 3
100.93
(10.39)
0.064
(0.09)
-1.16
(2.67)
0.144
(0.13)

Model 5
Intercept
136.45
(18.15)
Household SES
.078
score
(0.10)
Parent Gender
-1.57
(2.65)
Parenting Sense
-.11
of Competency
(0.16)
Parenting Scale
-5.53*
(2.59)
Co-parenting
-0.31
Experience
(0.45)
F Stat
.458
.350
.650
1.799
1.529
2
R
.003
.004
.012
.045*
.048
∆R2
.003
.002
.008
.032*
.003
Note: Parent gender will be represented as a dummy variable (Father = 1, Mother = 0). “Father”
will serve as the reference group.
* p<0.05
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Model 4
133.93
(17.75)
0.092
(0.09)
-1.36
(2.63)
-0.084
(0.16)
-5.81*
(2.55)

Parent Rationales for Selecting Storybooks

Table 20. The coding schema of main and major categories
Family, Parent or Child Relation with Relevant to the child
the Storybook
Relevant to the parent
Familiar
Applicable
Age-appropriate
Pre-Association with the Storybook
Instructional Nature of the Storybook
Instructional Content
Extra-textual Context
Narrative structure
Cognitive load
Inferences
Language Characteristics
Emotions
Fiction/Reality
Physical Characteristics of the
Illustrations
Storybook
Written Language Style
Storybook Cover/Title
Storybook Structure
Storybook Appeal
General Appeal of story, topic, and
characters
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Table 21. The total numbers and percentages of rationales presented by mothers and fathers
from low and high SES households selecting difficult or easy books
Mothers
Fathers
High SESa Low SESa Difficultb Easyb
(N =91)
(N=71)
(N=80)
(N =79)
(N=573)
(N=415)
Family/Child
256
195
222
229
175
276
Relation with
(28.5%)
(28.1%)
(27.6%)
(29%)
(25.3%)
(30.6%)
the book
Instructional
309
221
272
258
247
283
Nature of the
(34.4%)
(31.8%)
(33.9%)
(32.7%)
(35.7%)
(31.4%)
Book
Physical
126
108
132
102
96
138
Characteristics (14%)
(15.6%)
(16.4%)
(12.9%)
(13.9%)
(15.3%)
Storybook
186
159
170
175
166
179
Appeal
(20.7%)
(22.9%)
(21.2%)
(22.2%)
(24%)
(19.9%)
Total
898
694
803
789
691
901
a

The household SES levels measured by Hollingshead four factor index of social economic status (HI). For this analysis,
families with ≤ 40 HI was treated as low SES, and families with > 40 was treated as high SES.
b

Categories of Difficult and Easy represent the parents selected difficult and easy storybooks determined by the storybook
difficulty rating system (See Appendix 2).
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Appendix.1. Parent Preferences in StoryBooks Questionnaire

159

160
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Appendix 2. Storybook Difficulty Rating System

Note: Storybook Difficulty Rating System was developed by Courtney Claar, Trina Spencer, Ph.D., and Yagmur
Seven. Graphic design by Lucille Moon Michel.
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Appendix 3. Coding Glossary
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Appendix 4. The total numbers and percentages of rationales presented by mothers and
fathers from low and high SES households selecting difficult or easy books
Mothers
Fathers
High SESa Low SESa Difficultb Easyb
(N =91)
(N=71)
(N=80)
(N =79)
(N=573)
(N=415)
Gender
7 (0.8%)
7 (1.0%)
4 (0.5%)
10 (1.3%) 5 (0.7%)
9 (1.0%)
relevant
Character
11 (1.2%)
13 (1.9%)
11 (1.4%)
13 (1.6%) 8 (1.2%)
16(1.8%)
relevant
In child's
28 (3.1%)
38 (5.5%)
38 (4.7%)
28 (3.5%) 28 (4.1%) 38 (4.2%)
interest area
Child relatable
47 (5.2%)
30 (4.3%)
44 (5.5%)
33 (4.2%) 36 (5.2%) 41 (4.6%)
topic…
In parent's
5 (0.6%)
11 (1.6%)
5 (0.6%)
11 (1.4%) 7 (1.0%)
9 (1.0%)
interest area
Parent
relatable
0 (0%)
1 (0.1%)
0 (0.0%)
1 (0.1%)
1 (0.1%)
0 (0.0%)
topic…
Familiar…
27 (3 %)
17 (2.4%)
25 (3.1%)
19 (2.4%) 15 (2.2%) 29 (3.2%)
Practical…
35 (3.9%)
41 (5.9%)
26 (3.2%)
20 (2.9%) 33 (3.7%)
Age
42 (4.2%)
19 (2.7%)
27 (3.4%)
34 (4.3%) 6 (0.9%)
55 (6.1%)
appropriate…
Pre54 (6.0%)
41 (5.9%)
42 (5.2%)
53 (6.7%) 49 (7.1%) 46 (5.1%)
association
Teach
23 (2.6%)
16 (2.3%)
15 (1.9%)
24 (3.0%) 18 (2.6%) 21 (2.3%)
diversity…
Teach
85
100(11.1%) 59 (8.5%)
74 (9.2%)
66 (9.6%) 93 (10.3%)
social…
(10.8%)
Teach
39 (4.3%)
24 (3.5%)
34 (4.2%)
29 (3.7%) 39 (5.6%) 24 (2.7%)
academic…
Extratextual
7 (0.8%)
8 (1.2%)
10 (1.2%)
5 (0.6%)
9 (1.3%)
6 (0.7%)
conversations
Extratextual
4 (0.4%)
3 (0.4%)
3 (0.4%)
4 (0.5%)
2 (0.3%)
5 (0.6%)
play…
Narrative
9 (1.0%)
3 (0.4%)
3 (0.4%)
9 (1.1%)
6 (0.9%)
6 (0.7%)
appeal
Narrative
4 (0.4%)
12 (1.7%)
10 (1.2%)
6 (0.8%)
8 (1.2%)
8 (0.9%)
characters
Cognitive
12 (1.3%)
8 (1.2%)
9 (1.1%)
11 (1.4%) 12 (1.7%) 8 (0.9%)
Load Detail…
Cognitive
1 (0.1%)
2 (0.3%)
2 (0.2%)
1 (0.1%)
2 (0.3%)
1 (0.1%)
Load Chara…
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Cognitive
Load
Attention…
Inferences
Imagination
Inferences
Interpretation
Fiction
Reality
Language
Sentences
Language
Vocabulary
Language
Appeal
Language
Length on
page
Language
Complexity
Language
Fluency
Emotion
Teaching
Illustration
Appeal
Illustration
Realistic
Illustration
Detail
Illustration
Support
Illustration
Color
W. Language
Style Appeal
W. Language
Style Font
W. Language
Style Rhyme
Book Title
Book Cover
Book Design

7 (0.8%)

4 (0.6%)

6 (0.7%)

5 (0.6%)

2 (0.3%)

9 (1.0%)

17 (1.9%)

13 (1.9%)

17 (2.1%)

13 (1.6%)

22 (3.2%)

8 (0.9%)

17 (1.9%)

9 (1.3%)

14 (1.7%)

12 (1.5%)

9 (1.3%)

17 (1.9%)

20 (2.2%)

22 (3.2%)

23 (2.9%)

19 (2.4%)

17 (2.5%)

25 (2.8%)

2 (0.2%)

3 (0.4%)

2 (0.2%)

3 (0.4%)

1 (0.1%)

4 (0.4%)

10 (2.1%)

13 (1.9%)

19 (2.4%)

13 (1.6%)

16 (2.3%)

16 (1.8%)

9 (1.0%)

1 (0.1%)

3 (0.4%)

2 (0.3%)

6 (0.9%)

6 (0.7%)

7 (0.8%)

3 (0.4%)

8 (1.0%)

2 (0.3%)

0 (0.0%)

10 (1.1%)

3 (0.3%)

12 (1.7%)

10 (1.2%)

5 (0.6%)

7 (7.0%)

8 (0.9%)

5 (0.6%)

5 (0.7%)

4 (0.5%)

6 (0.8%)

1 (0.1%)

9 (1.0%)

7 (0.8%)

1 (0.1%)

4 (0.5%)

4 (0.5%)

6 (0.9%)

2 (0.2%)

66 (7.3%)

54 (7.8%)

64 (8%)

56 (7.1%)

56 (8.1%)

64 (7.1%)

2 (0.2%)

13 (1.9%)

10 (1.2%)

5 (0.6%)

6 (0.9%)

9 (1.0%)

8 (0.9%)

4 (0.6%)

8 (1.0%)

4 (0.5%)

3 (0.4%)

9 (1.0%)

5 (0.6%)

6 (0.9%)

9 (1.1%)

2 (0.3%)

2 (0.3%)

9 (1.0%)

15 (1.7%)

14 (2.0%)

18 (2.2%)

1 (1.4%)

4 (0.6%)

25 (2.8%)

1 (0.1%)

0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%)

1 (0.1%)

0 (0.0%)

1 (0.1%)

3 (0.3 %)

4 (0.6%)

3 (0.4%)

4 (0.5%)

5 (0.7%)

2 (0.2%)

10 (1.1%)

1 (0.1%)

5 (0.6%)

6 (0.8%)

10 (1.4%)

1 (0.1%)

6 (0.7%)
3 (0.3%)
0 (0.0%)

3 (0.4%)
1 (0.1%)
1 (0.1%)

2 (0.2%)
4 (0.5%)
1 (0.1%)

7 (0.9%)
0 (0.0%)
0 (0.0%)

4 (0.6%)
2 (0.3%)
0 (0.0%)

5 (0.6%)
2 (0.2%)
1 (0.1%)
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Book Length
Story Appeal

7 (0.8%)
137
(15.3%)
25 (2.8%)

7 (1.0%)
103
(14.8%)
30 (4.3%)

8 (1.0%)
113
(14.1%)
33 (4.1%)

6 (0.8%)
127
(16.1%)
22 (2.8%)

4 (0.6%)
118
(17.1%)
31 (4.5%)

10 (1.1%)
122
(13.5%)
24 (2.7%)

Topic Appeal
Character
24 (2.7%)
26 (3.7%)
24 (3.0%)
26 (3.3%) 17 (2.5%) 33 (3.7%)
Appeal
Simple Book
15 (1.7%)
10 (1.4%)
3 (0.4%)
22 (2.8%) 1 (0.1%)
24 (2.7%)
Complex
6 (0.7%)
1 (0.1%)
4 (0.5%)
3 (0.4%)
6 (0.9%)
1 (0.1%)
Book
Total
898
694
803
789
691
901
a
The household SES levels measured by Hollingshead four factor index of social economic
status (HI). For this analysis, families with ≤ 40 HI was treated as low SES, and families with >
40 was treated as high SES.
b
Categories of Difficult and Easy represent the parents selected difficult and easy storybooks
determined by the storybook difficulty rating system (See Appendix 2).
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CHAPTER FIVE:
GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The three studies in the current dissertation aimed to investigate the contributions of
fathers and mothers during a decontextualized language embedded book-sharing intervention and
the storybook selection preferences of mothers and fathers from different SES levels. The results
of these studies may have implications for enhancing preschool age children’s home language
opportunities to support their future school success (Uccelli, Demir‐Lira, Rowe, Levine, &
Goldin‐Meadow, 2018; Walker, Greenwood, Hart, & Carta, 1994). Storybooks provide rich
language contexts for parents to utilize more and higher quality language forms (De Temple &
Snow, 2003; DeTemple, 2001; Hoffman, Teale, & Yokota, 2015). One critical language form
commonly used in storybooks is decontextualized text (Hayes & Ahrens, 1988; Mesmer, 2016).
Parent-child dyads can use decontextualized language to engage in extended conversations.
These conversations may stimulate abstract connections, hypothetical thinking, and synthesizing
academic information. The decontextualized language can help young children practice higher
level language skills with their parents before they start kindergarten (De Temple & Beals, 1991;
McKeown & Beck, 2003; Rowe, 2013). The underlining question of this dissertation was how
parent-child book sharing programs can engage dyads to practice decontextualized language
skills.
The first study of this dissertation investigated the effects of embedding decontextualized
language cues in an eight-week storybook sharing program on four father-child dyads living in
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Turkey. Results of this study indicated that fathers not only increased the decontextualized
language talk with or without embedded cues, but also resulted in higher rates of
decontextualized language use in their children. Thus, fathers can facilitate decontextualized
language development of their children when provided with storybooks with embedded cues,
videos modelling of how to engage in these conversations effectively, and a storybook-reading
reminder system.
The second study of the dissertation aimed to extend the first study by implementing the
book sharing program with mother-child and father-child dyads in Florida. Results of the second
study replicated the results of the first study. We found that the study effectively improved
decontextualized language utterances of mothers, fathers, and children. This study helped us
further understand the average magnitude of this improvement. The data analysis with multilevel
modeling showed us that the intervention had a larger effect on parents than their children.
Furthermore, the effect of mothers implementing the book-sharing program had slightly but
significantly higher effects on child decontextualized language utterances than fathers
implementing the book sharing intervention program. Children produced on average more
decontextualized language utterances when they were engaged in conversations with their
mothers than with their fathers. One conceivable explanation for this finding was that a parent’s
decontextualized language utterances is functionally related to the increase in their child’s
decontextualized utterances. Thus, what matters is that parents initiate the conversations using
decontextualized language, as their children follow suit.
The first and second studies of this dissertation were conducted in highly controlled
environments with readily implemented storybook-sharing packages. Given the idea that parents’
storybook preferences may influence the effectiveness of the book-sharing intervention program,
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a third research question emerged: how do mothers and fathers from different SES households
choose storybooks to share with their children? This question sought a better understanding of
storybook selection patterns and the rationales of parents. Hence, the third study of this
dissertation investigated the storybook selection practices of parents of preschoolers and the
difficulty level of the storybooks they would select to share with their children. The results
showed that the only significant predictor that explained the difficulty level of storybooks
parents select for their children was parenting style. Parents who demonstrated parenting that is
inconsistent, sometimes excessively harsh and sometimes excessively lax selected easier
storybooks. Both parent gender and household SES levels failed to significantly predict the
difficulty levels of storybooks parents selected. Another finding was that mothers and fathers
tend to choose different storybook themes such as social issues, social needs or sports and
outdoors. Almost a third of all participating parents expressed that they wanted their children to
learn a lesson, knowledge or skill from selected storybooks. When it came to describing what
factors they found appealing in storybooks, most parents’ rationales were vague. This leads us to
conclude that many parents have difficulty verbalizing exactly what they look for in a storybook
or they may have limited knowledge of what storybook characteristics to look for.
One way of supporting language development of young children living in low SES
households might be help parents develop knowledge and skills related to parenting. It is more
likely that parents from low SES households experience barriers (e.g., economic hardship and
lack of time) that may hinder their ability to engage in high-quality conversations with their
children. These parents might benefit from individualized programs, explicit instruction that
models parenting skills, and ongoing guidance that would make implementation of language
activities simple and feasible. Early language intervention programs implemented by parents are
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likely to be more effective when they provide parents with ongoing guidance with explicit
instruction on strategies that integrate easily into family routines. Therefore, future studies
should examine how supporting parenting knowledge and skills can improve home language
environments of children living in low SES.
Results of the first and second studies show that children from low SES households
benefit from their father’s language contribution when fathers are effectively engaged in their
language development. Our intervention program exemplifies an efficient way of utilizing
mobile phone technology, video modeling of storybook reading, and text cueing methods to
prompt fathers to actively participate in the program. In line with our findings, current trends in
the literature on improving the home language environment for young children point toward
using mobile technology for better parent-child engagement in early language intervention
programs (Bigelow, Carta, & Burke Lefever, 2008; Carta, Lefever, Bigelow, Borkowski, &
Warren, 2013). Future studies involving fathers should consider the needs of fathers and how to
further encourage their engagement in child language intervention programs.
Our second study found that fathers and mothers tend to have different styles when
implementing the book-sharing intervention program. Mothers were more likely to continue
conversations with their children; fathers were more likely to ask questions without prompting an
on-going conversation. When a father’s language contribution is coupled with that of the mother,
preschool children are presented with a variety of decontextualized language opportunities.
Research shows that children benefit from exposure to a variety of language types (Romeo et al.,
2018; Weizman & Snow, 2001). Hence, mothers and fathers implementing the decontextualized
language embedded book-sharing intervention program might complement one another,
providing a richer learning environment for their children. Given the relative lack of literature on
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the contributions of fathers on child language development, future studies investigating fathers’
language contributions together with mothers’ contributions on child language development are
vital.
The results of the third study indicate that mothers and fathers from different SES levels
tend to choose a variety of books for a variety of different reasons. A common theme that
emerged was that parents selected storybooks to teach their children lessons, knowledge or skills
on a variety of subjects and topics. This finding leads us to conclude that effects of the booksharing program might be improved by creating a personalized version of the program that
would allow parents to choose storybooks addressing topics and skills that parents would like to
teach their children. Future studies should target how such adjustments to the program could
impact children’s decontextualized language development.
The findings presented in this dissertation advance the current literature on parentimplemented, decontextualized language development intervention programs. Given that
children living in poverty are less likely to be ready for the demands of school by age five
(Najarian, Snow, Lennon, Kinsey, & Mulligan, 2007), it is critical to further refine intervention
programs for implementation in a home environment by involving both mothers and fathers.
Early decontextualized language intervention programs can encourage mothers and fathers to
engage in more, high quality conversations by providing them with innovative, easy to
implement, and effective ways of improving home language practices. Children who experience
rich decontextualized language home environments can develop skills that predict future
academic success. Therefore, results of studies showing how to implement early language
intervention programs and the ways to improve their effectiveness can provide knowledge
needed for researchers and educators to implement larger scale studies. The results of
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randomized control trials would eventually lead to social policies that target disadvantaged low
SES communities and provide young children with opportunities to improve their language
skills, and therefore help us to narrow 30-million-word gap.
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